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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Friday, August 15, 1986 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Almighty God, we know that Your 
everlasting arms are over all the 
world, and Your goodness follows each 
of us wherever we are. We ask that 
Your good word of blessing be with 
those who labor in this place. As Your 
spirit brings hope and confidence to 
people of faith, so we are grateful that 
no matter where we go, or what we do, 
or how difficult our task or how uncer
tain may be tomorrow, we never are 
alone, nor must we face the challenges 
of life with only our own strength. We 
are thankful, 0 God, that we need not 
fear any evil for You are with us and 
Your spirit will ever comfort and give 
us peace. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
J oumal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate agreed to the follow
ing resolutions: 

S. RES. 480 
Resolved, a summons shall be issued 

which commands Harry E. Claiborne to file 
with the Secretary of the Senate an answer 
to the articles of impeachment no later 
than September 8, 1986, and thereafter to 
abide by, obey, and perform such orders, di
rections, and judgments as the Senate shall 
make in the premises, according to the Con
stitution and laws of the United States. 

SEC. 2. The Sergeant at Arms is authorized 
to utilize the services of the Deputy Ser
geant at Arms or another employee of the 
Senate in serving the summons. 

SEc. 3. The Secretary shall notify the 
House of Representatives of the filing of 
the answer and shall provide a copy of the 
answer to the House. 

SEc. 4. The Managers on the part of the 
House may file with the Secretary of the 
Senate a replication no later than Septem
ber 15, 1986. 

SEc. 5. The Secretary shall notify counsel 
for Harry E. Claiborne of the filing of a rep
lication, and shall provide counsel with a 
copy. 

SEC. 6. The Secretary shall provide the 
answer and the replication, if any, to the 
Presiding Officer of the Senate on the first 
day the Senate is in session after the Secre
tary receives them, and the Presiding Offi
cer shall cause the answer and replication, if 
any, to be printed in the Senate Journal and 
in the Congressional Record. If a timely 

answer has not been filed the Presiding Of
ficer shall cause a plea of not guilty to be 
entered. 

SEc. 7. The provisions of this resolution 
shall govern notwithstanding any provisions 
to the contrary in the Rules of Procedure 
and Practice in the Senate When Sitting on 
Impeachment Trials. 

SEc. 8. The Secretary shall notify the 
House of Representatives of this resolution. 

S. RES. 481 
Resolved, pursuant to Rule XI of the 

Rules of Procedure and Practice in the 
Senate When Sitting on Impeachment 
Trials, the Presiding Officer shall appoint a 
committee of twelve Senators to perform 
the duties and to exercise the powers pro
vided for in the rule. 

SEc. 2. The Majority and Minority Leader 
shall each recommend six Members to the 
Presiding Officer for appointment to the 
committee. 

SEc. 3. Necessary expenses of the commit
tee shall be paid from the contingent fund 
of the Senate from the appropriation ac
count "Miscellaneous Items" upon vouchers 
approved by the chairman of the commit
tee. 

SEc. 4. The committee shall be deemed to 
be a standing committee of the Senate for 
the purpose of printing reports, hearings, 
and other documents for submission to the 
Senate under Rule XI. 

SEc. 5. The Secretary shall notify the 
House of Representatives of this resolution. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate agrees to the report of the 
committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the House to the 
bill <S. 410) "An act to repeal the Com
mercial and Apartment Conservation 
Service, and for other purposes." 

The message also announced that 
the Senate recedes from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the House 
to the title. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate had passed bills of the fol
lowing titles, in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested: 

S. 1562. An act to amend the False Claims 
Act, and title 18 of the United States Code 
regarding penalties for false claims, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 1744. An act to require States to devel
op, establish, and implement State compre
hensive mental health plans; 

S. 2426. An act to amend the Contract Dis
putes Act of 1978 to require that a competi
tive examination process be used for the se
lection of members of boards of contract ap
peals of Federal Government agencies; to 
provide that the members of such boards 
shall be treated in the same manner as ad
ministrative law judges of the Federal Gov
ernment for certain administrative pur
poses; and to revise the procedures for the 
collection of claims under Federal Govern
ment contracts; 

S. 2641. An act to authorize certain con
struction at military installations for fiscal 
year 1987, and for other purposes; and 

S. 2642. An act to authorize appropria
tions for the Department of Energy for na
tional security programs for fiscal year 1987, 
and for other purposes. 

SHORT-TERM SUPERFUND 
EXTENSION 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the joint resolution 
<H.J. Res. 713) making a repayable ad
vance to the Hazardous Substance Re
sponse Trust Fund. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I take this time 
only so the distinguished chairman of 
the HUD-Independent Agencies Sub
committee of the Committee on Ap
propriations can explain what we are 
doing in this joint resolution. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN. I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished chairman of the sub
committee. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the joint reso
lution be considered as read and print
ed in the RECORD at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the joint resolution is as 

follows: 
H.J. RES. 713 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That language under 
the heading "Environmental Protection 
Agency, Hazardous Substance Response 
Trust Fund" in Public Law 99-160, as 
amended by Public Law 99-270, is further 
amended by deleting "$750,000,000 shall be 
derived from the Hazardous Substance Re
sponse Trust Fund and $150,000,000 shall be 
derived from an advance from the general 
fund of the Treasury to the Hazardous Sub
stance Response Trust Fund to be repaid in 
accordance with section 223<c><3> of Public 
Law 96-510 and notwithstanding section 
223<c><2><D> of Public Law 96-510: Provided, 
That none of the $150,000,000 shall be avail
able for obligation after May 31, 1986, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, " 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$702,000,000 
shall be derived from the Hazardous Sub
stance Response Trust Fund and 
$198,000,000 shall be derived from advances 
from the general fund of the Treasury to 
the Hazardous Substance Response Trust 

D This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
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Fund to be repaid in accordance with sec
tion 223<c><3> of Public Law 96-510 and not
withstanding section 223<c><2><D> of Public 
Law 96-510: Provided, That none of the 
$150,000,000 made available by Public Law 
99-270 shall be available for obligation after 
May 31, 1986: Provided further, That of the 
additional $48,000,000 made immediately 
available, $15,000,000 shall be obligated by 
September 30, 1986, for continuation of on
going remedial and removal site work and 
$19,000,000 shall be used only to continue 
ongoing contracts and to replace contracts 
for essential services: Provided further, That 
all funds appropriated shall remain avail
able until expended, except as specified 
above: Provided further,". 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, this 
joint resolution is virtually identical to 
the resolution passed last April to pro
vide a short-term funding extension 
for Superfund. This resolution would 
make $48 million immediately avail
able for Superfund. This is the mini
mum amount required to carry the 
program through September. It will 
avoid EPA having to send out contract 
termination letters to all Superfund 
contractors on September 1, and it will 
avoid terminating clean up work at 
sites. 

This $48 million would be advanced 
from the general fund to the Super
fund trust fund-to be repaid from Su
perfund taxes once they are enacted 
and collected. And this action requires 
no new budget authority and will 
result in no additional outlays. 

However, it is important that all 
Members understand that this resolu
tion is just another bandaid to carry 
the Superfund Program into Septem
ber. Make no mistake about it-we 
need a long-term reauthorization bill 
for Superfund and for Superfund 
taxes now more than ever. I trust that 
the tax committees and the authoriz
ing committees for Superfund will rap
idly complete conference action-be
cause it is critical that we have a Su
perfund reauthorization and tax bill 
signed by the President before Sep
tember 30. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to express my 
appreciation and compliments to the 
distinguished gentleman from New 
Jersey CMr. FLORIO], who is one of the 
leaders in the House with reference to 
the Superfund Program, and to my 
distinguished colleague, the ranking 
minority member of the subcommittee 
dealing with the Department of Hous
ing and Urban Development and vari
ous independent agencies, for their 
support and their interest in this 
matter. 

I also want to compliment Members 
on the other side of this building. I 
commend the distinguished Senator 
from Vermont for his leadership and 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN. I yield to the chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to ask, how long would this 

money last? The Senator from Ver
mont, Senator STAFFORD, talked to me 
about it. This $48 million, would that 
take us to the beginning of the next 
fiscal year or beyond that? 

Mr. BOLAND. No-this will last 
until the end of September. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman very much. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts for the immediate con
sideration of the joint resolution? 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I will not object, 
and let me state first that I also com
mend the gentleman from Massachu
setts CMr. BOLAND] and the gentleman 
from New York CMr. GREEN] for what 
they have done. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
request of the gentleman from Massa
chusetts because I am concerned about 
the possibility based upon EPA's rep
resentations that unnecessary and po
tentially serious disruption of the al
ready damaged Superfund Program 
may occur if emergency funds are not 
given to EPA now. I wish to make it 
clear, however, that this measure is at 
best a stopgap effort to postpone the 
current crisis until no later than Sep
tember 30, 1986. At that time, we will 
be faced with the same crisis unless we 
enact a comprehensive, 5-year reau
thorization of Superfund. So that we 
are clear about how EPA will use the 
$48 million in borrowing authority 
that is given under the legislation 
before us, I would ask the chairman of 
the subcommittee to explain how we 
are limiting the uses of the money we 
are providing. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLORIO. I yield to the chair
man of the subcommittee. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, the leg
islation establishes $48 million in bor
rowing authority against the Treas
ury, to be repaid by future Superfund 
trust fund revenues. The $48 million is 
to be used for four specific purposes: 

First, $10 million will be used to con
tinue in force 14 "core" contracts 
which were identified in the EPA Ad
ministrator's letter dated August 13, 
1986. 

Second, $9 million will be used to ex
ercise new options on three categories 
of replacement contracts, listed as 
items 4, 5, and 6 at page 4 of attach
ment A to the Administrator's August 
13 letter. 

Third, $14 million will be available 
to satisfy Anti-Deficiency Act require
ments for newly obligated contracts. 

Fourth, $15 million will be spent to 
conduct removal and remedial activi
ties at sites specifically identified in 
attachment B of the Administrator's 
August 30 letter. 

Mr. FLORIO. Can my colleague 
from Massachusetts also clarify for me 
the overall fiscal situation at EPA 

with regard to Superfund? Are there 
any other sources of money that could 
be used for purposes other than the 
ones you described earlier? 

Mr. BOLAND. The basis for the 
Congress' decision to enact a second 
short-term extension of Superfund 
funding is that there is no other sig
nificant amount of money readily 
available to meet the purposes identi
fied above. We have been informed by 
senior EPA officials that there are 
only two other sources of available 
funding and that each is negligible: 
First, money from the States under co
operative site agreements, if the 
States agree to release such funds; and 
second, a very limited amount of Su
perfund money which has been trans
ferred to other Federal agencies and 
departments under interagency agree
ments and that could not easily be 
transferred back. 

Because of these assumptions, we 
expect the effect of the $48 million ex
tension to be that the circumstances 
described in the Administrator's 
August 13 letter will reoccur on Sep
tember 30, 1986, unless Congress takes 
further legislative action. 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. BOLAND] for his courtesy, and I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts for the immediate con
sideration of the joint resolution? 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, continu
ing my reservation of my right to 
object, I simply want to join my col
leagues in impressing upon the House 
the urgency of adopting this measure. 

Although the conference-and a 
very complicated conference it has 
been-has dealt with the substantive 
matters at issue, the fiscal matters 
have unfortunately not been conclud
ed. 

I want to say at this point that I 
have conferred with the ranking mi
nority member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, and he has no ob
jection to what we are doing here 
today. 

But the failure to conclude the fiscal 
aspects of the conference leaves us at 
the point where the Administrator of 
EPA informs us that he must start de
livering termination notices to con
tractors in the program, terminations 
for the convenience of the Govern
ment, by September 1; and he would 
also have to set in place reduction-in
force procedures within the EPA if we 
do not act. 

Obviously the cost of terminations 
for the convenience of the Govern
ment and the costs of grinding this 
program to a halt and then restarting 
it some time from now would be much 
greater than the cost of what we are 
doing today. 
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So although this is somewhat of an 

interim step and we are not where we 
should like to be in terms of a com
pleted conference report with a full 
appropriation for this operation, I 
think it is something we must do today 
in order to keep this program moving 
along, at least at a minimum level. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts CMr. BOLAND] for the 
immediate consideration of the joint 
resolution? 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I am sorry that we 
are today providing only interim fund
ing for the Superfund program. This 
very important environmental pro
gram has been limping along for 1 
year now while Congress struggles 
with a reauthorization. I believe we 
are very close to reauthorizing the Su
perfund. 

I do not plan to object to this inter
im funding measure because the 
amount of funds is sufficiently small, 
but Congress will have to turn its at
tention to Superfund authorization 
upon returning from the recess. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts for the immediate con
sideration of the joint resolution? 

There was no objection. 
The joint resolution was ordered to 

be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

VETERAN'S COMPENSATION AND 
BENEFITS IMPROVEMENTS 
ACT OF 1985 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's table the Senate bill <S. 
1887) to amend title 38, United States 
Code, to increase the rates of disabil
ity compensation for disabled veterans 
and the rates of dependency and in
demnity compensation for surviving 
spouses and children of veterans, to 
improve veterans' education benefits, 
and to improve the Veterans' Adminis
tration home loan guaranty program; 
to amend titles 10 and 38, United 
States Code, to improve national cem
etery programs; and for other pur
poses, and ask for its immediate con
sideration in the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I would inform the 
Members that this request has been 
cleared on the minority side. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

The clerk read the Senate bill as fol
lows: 

(5) by striking out " $143" in clause <E> 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$147"; and 

s. 1887 (6) by striking out "$120" in clause <F> 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of and inserting in lieu thereof "$124". 

Representatives of the United States of CLOTHING ALLOWANCE FOR CERTAIN DISABLED 
America in Congress assembled, VETERANS 

SHORT TITLE AND REFERENCES SEC. 103. Section 362 is amended by strik-
SECTION 1. (a) This Act may be cited as ing out "$349" and inserting in lieu thereof 

the "Veterans' Compensation and Benefits "$360". 
Improvements Act of 1985". 

Cb) Except as otherwise expressly provid
ed, whenever in this Act an amendment or 
repeal is expressed in terms of an amend
ment to, or repeal of, a section or other pro
vision, the reference shall be considered to 
be made to a section or other provision of 
title 38, United States Code. 
TITLE I-DISABILITY COMPENSATION 

AND DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY 
COMPENSATION 

RATE INCREASES 
SEc. 101. <a> Section 314 is amended-
< 1) by striking out "$66" in subsection (a) 

and inserting in lieu thereof "$68"; 
<2> by striking out "$122" in subsection Cb) 

and inserting in lieu thereof "$126"; 
(3) by striking out "$185" in subsection <c> 

and inserting in lieu thereof "$191"; 
<4> by striking out "$266" in subsection Cd) 

and inserting in lieu thereof "$274"; 
<5> by striking out "$376" in subsection <e> 

and inserting in lieu thereof "$388"; 
(6) by striking out "$474" in subsection (f) 

and inserting in lieu thereof "$489"; 
(7) by striking out "$598" in subsection (g) 

and inserting in lieu thereof "$617"; 
<8> by striking out "$692" in subsection Ch) 

and inserting in lieu thereof "$713"; 
<9) by striking out "$779" in subsection (i) 

and inserting in lieu thereof "$803"; 
(10) by striking out " $1,295" in subsection 

(j) and inserting in lieu thereof "$1,335"; 
{11) by striking out "$1,609" and "$2,255" 

in subsection <k> and inserting in lieu there
of "$1,659" and "$2,325", respectively; 

02) by striking out "$1,609" in subsection 
m and inserting in lieu thereof "$1,659"; 

03) by striking out " $1,774" in subsection 
Cm> and inserting in lieu thereof " $1,829"; 

04) by striking out "$2,017" in subsection 
<n> and inserting in lieu thereof "$2,080"; 

05) by striking out "$2,255" each place it 
appears in subsections <o> and (p) and in
serting in lieu thereof "$2,325"; 

(16) by striking out "$968" and "$1,442" in 
subsection <r> and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$998" and "$1,487", respectively; 

{17) by striking out "$1,449" in subsection 
<s> and inserting in lieu thereof "$1,494"; 
and 

(18) by striking out "$280" in subsection 
<t> and inserting in lieu thereof "$289". 

<b> The Administrator of Veterans' Affairs 
may adjust administratively, consistent with 
the increases authorized by this section, the 
rates of disability compensation payable to 
persons within the purview of section 10 of 
Public Law 85-857 who are not in receipt of 
compensation payable pursuant to chapter 
11 of title 38, United States Code. 

ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION FOR DEPENDENTS 
SEc. 102. Section 3150) is amended-
< 1) by striking out "$79" in clause <A> and 

inserting in lieu thereof "$81"; 
<2> by striking out "$132" and "$42" in 

clause CB) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$136" and "$43", respectively; 

<3> by striking out "$54" and "$42" in 
clause <C> and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$56" and "$43", respectively; 

(4) by striking out "$64" in clause <D> and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$66"; 

DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COMPENSATION 
FOR SURVIVING SPOUSES 

SEc. 104. Section 411 is amended-
< 1) by striking out the table in subsection 

Ca) and inserting in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 

"Pay grade 
E- 1 
E- 2 .. ..................... . 
E-3 ....................... . 
E-4 ............ ...... ..... . 
E- 5 ................... ... . . 
E-6 .................. ..... . 
E- 7 ....................... . 
E-8 ........... ............ . 
E-9 ............... . 
W- 1.. .... . 
W- 2 ...... . 
W-3 

Monthly 
rate 

$491 
505 
518 
552 
566 
578 
607 
640 

1 669 
621 
645 
664 

Pay grade 
W-4 
0-1 .............. . 
0-2 .............. . 
0-3 
0-4 .............. . 
0-5 ............. . . 
0-6 .............. . 
0-7 .............. . 
0-8 ............. . 
0-9. 
0- 10 ..... . 

Monthly 
rate 

$703 
621 
640 
686 
725 
799 
900 
973 

1,067 
1.145 

2 1,255 

"1 If the veteran served as sergeant major of 
the Army, senior enlisted advisor of the Navy, chief 
master sergeant of the Air Force, sergeant major of 
the Marine Corps, or master chief petty officer of 
the Coast Guard, at the applicable time designated 
by section 402 of this title, the surviving spouse's 
rate shall be $722. 

"
2 If the veteran served as Chairman of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, Chief of Staff of the Army, 
Chief of Naval Operations, Chief of Staff of the Air 
Force, Commandant of the Marine Corps, or Com
mandant of the Coast Guard, at the applicable time 
designated by section 402 of this title, the surviving 
spouse's rate shall be $1,345."; 

(2) by striking out "$55" in subsection (b) 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$57"; 

(3) by striking out "$143" in subsection Cc) 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$147"; and 

(4) by striking out "$70" in subsection (d) 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$72". 

DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COMPENSATION 
FOR CHILDREN 

SEc. 105. Section 413 is amended-
( 1) by striking out "$240" in clause {1) and 

inserting in lieu thereof "$247"; 
<2> by striking out "$345" in clause (2) and 

inserting in lieu thereof "$356"; ' 
(3) by striking out "$446" in clause (3) and 

inserting in lieu thereof "$460"; and 
(4) by striking out "$446" and "$90" in 

clause (4) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$460" and "$93", respectively. 

SUPPLEMENTAL DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY 
COMPENSATION FOR CHILDREN 

SEC. 106. Section 414 is amended-
(1) by striking out "$143" in subsection (a) 

and inserting in lieu thereof "$147"; 
<2> by striking out "$240" in subsection {b) 

and inserting in lieu thereof "$247"; and 
(3) by striking out "$122" in subsection (c) 

and inserting in lieu thereof "$126". 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEc. 107. The amendments made by this 

title shall take effect on December 1, 1985. 

SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING MAINTAIN
ING THE TAX-EXEMPT STATUS OF DISABILITY 
COMPENSATION 
SEc. 108. It is the sense of the Congress 

that any payments by the Veterans' Admin
istration to veterans as compensation for 
service-connected disabilities should remain 
exempt from Federal income taxation. 



22038 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE August 15, 1986 
TITLE II-EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS 
APPRENTICESHIP AND ON-JOB TRAINING UNDER 

THE NEW GI BILL 

SEC. 201. <a> Section 1402 is amended-
(1) by striking out paragraph <3> and in

serting in lieu thereof the following: 
" (3 ) The term 'program of education' <A> 

has the meaning given such term in section 
1652(b) of this title, and <B> includes a full
time program of apprenticeship or other on
job t raining approved as provided in clause 
(1) or (2), as appropriate, of section 1787<a> 
of this title."; and 

<2> by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

" (7 ) The term 'training establishment' has 
the meaning given such term in section 
1652<e> of this title.". 

<b>O> Section 1432 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

"(c)( 1) In any month in which an individ
ual pursuing a program of education con
sisting of a program of apprenticeship or 
other on-job training fails to complete 120 
hours of training, the amount of the month
ly educational assistance allowance payable 
under this chapter to the individual shall be 
limited to the same proportion of the appli
cable full-time rate as the number of hours 
worked during such month, rounded to the 
nearest 8 hours, bears to 120 hours. 

"<2><A> The amount of the monthly edu
cational assistance allowance for an individ
ual pursuing a full-time program of appren
ticeship or other on-job training under this 
chapter shall be reduced by 50 percent for 
months following the twelfth month of the 
individual's pursuit of such program. 

" CB> An individual's entitlement under 
this chapter shall be charged at the rate of 
one-half month for each month that the in
dividual is paid a monthly educational as
sistance allowance as reduced under sub
paragraph <A> of this paragraph.". 

<2> The heading of such section is amend
ed to read as follows: 
"§ 1432. Limitations on educational assistance for 

certain individuals". 
(3) The item relating to such section in 

the table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 30 is amended to read as follows: 
" 1432. Limitations on educational assistance 

for certain individuals.". 
<c> Section 1434 is amended-
(1) in subsection <a>. by striking out the 

parenthetical matter in the first sentence 
and inserting in lieu thereof "<with the ex
ception of section 1787 )"; and 

<2> in subsection (b)(2), by inserting "or 
training establishment, as the case may be," 
after "educational institution" . 
ADJUSTMENT OF DELIMITING PERIOD FOR INDI

VIDUALS ENTITLED TO CERTAIN COMBINED 
BENEFITS 

SEC. 202. <a> Section 141l<a>< l)(B) is 
amended by inserting "and was on active 
duty on October 19, 1984, and without a 
break in service since October 19, 1984," 
after "title". 

(b) Section 1412<a>O><B> is amended by 
inserting "and was on active duty on Octo
ber 19, 1984, and without a break in service 
since October 19, 1984," after "title" . 

<c> Section 1431 is amended-
<1> by striking out "Cd>" in subsection <a> 

and inserting in lieu thereof " (e)"; 
<2> by redesignating subsection <e> as sub

section <O; and 
<3> by inserting after subsection Cd) the 

following new subsection Ce>: 
"Ce> In the case of an individual described 

in section 1411<a>O><B> or 1412<a>O><B> of 

this title who is entitled to basic educational 
assistance under this chapter, the 10-year 
period prescribed in subsection <a> of this 
section shall be reduced by an amount of 
time equal to the amount of time that such 
individual was not serving on active duty 
during the period beginning on January 1, 
1977, and ending on October 18, 1984.". 
EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE FOR CORRESPONDENCE 

COURSES UNDER THE NEW GI BILL 

SEc. 203. Section 1434 is amended-
(1) by redesignating subsection <c> as sub

section (d); and 
<2> by inserting after subsection (b) the 

following new subsection <c>: 
"(c) When an eligible individual is pursu

ing a program of education under this chap
ter by correspondence, the individual's enti
tlement under this chapter shall be charged 
at the rate of 1 month's entitlement for 
each month of benefits paid to the individ
ual." . 

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 

SEC. 204. Section 1792 is amended-
( 1) in subsection <a>. by inserting " 30," 

after "chapter"; and 
<2> in subsection <b>. by inserting "30," 

after "chapters". 
WORK-STUDY ALLOWANCE UNDER THE NEW GI 

BILL AND THE POST-VIETNAM ERA VETERANS' 
EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

SEc. 205. Ca> The first sentence of section 
1434<a> is amended by striking out "and 
1683" and inserting in lieu thereof "1683, 
and 1685". 

<b> Section 1641 is amended by inserting 
" 1685," after " 1683,". 

<c> The first sentence of section 1685Cb> is 
amended by striking out "education or 
training under chapters 31 and 34" and in
serting in lieu thereof "rehabilitation, edu
cation, or training under chapter 30, 31, 32, 
or 34". 
ON-JOB TRAINING UNDER THE POST-VIETNAM ERA 

VETERANS' EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

SEc. 206. Ca> Section 1602 is amended-
(1) by striking out paragraph <2> and in

serting in lieu thereof the following: 
" (2) The term 'program of education' <A> 

has the meaning given such term in section 
1652Cb) of this title, and <B> includes a full
time program of apprenticeship or other on
job training approved as provided in clause 
(1) or (2), as appropriate, of section 1787Ca> 
of this title."; and 

<2> by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

" (4) The term 'educational institution' has 
the meaning given such term in section 
1652Cc> of this title. 

" (5) The term 'training establishment' has 
the meaning given such term in section 
1652<e> of this title." . 

<b> Section 1631<a><2> is amended by strik
ing out "The" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Except as provided in section 1633 of this 
title and subject to section 1641 of this title, 
the" . 

<c>O> Subchapter III .of chapter 32 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
"§ 1633. Apprenticeship or other on-job training 

" (a)(l) In any month in which an individ
ual pursuing a program of education con
sisting of a program of apprenticeship or 
other on-job training fails to complete 120 
hours of training, the amount of the month
ly educational assistance allowance payable 
under this chapter to the individual shall be 
limited to the same proportion of the appli
cable full-time rate as the number of hours 

worked during such month, rounded to the 
nearest 8 hours, bears to 120 hours. 

" <2><A> The amount of the monthly bene
fit payment to an individual pursuing a full
time program of apprenticeship or of other 
on-job training under this chapter shall be 
reduced by 50 percent for months following 
the twelfth month of the individual's pur
suit of such program. 

"CB) An individual's entitlement under 
this chapter shall be charged at the rate of 
one-half month for each month that the in
dividual is paid a monthly benefit as re
duced under subparagraph <A> of this para
graph.". 

<2> The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 1632 the 
following new item: 
"1633. Apprenticeship or other on-job train-

ing.". 
Cd> Section 1641 is amended-
( 1) by inserting " (a)" before "The"; 
<2> by striking out "sections 1777, 1780<c>. 

and 1787> shall be applicable to the pro
gram." and inserting in lieu thereof "section 
1787) shall be applicable with respect to in
dividuals who are pursuing programs of edu
cation or training while serving on active 
duty." ; and 

< 3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

" Cb> The provisions of sections 1663, 1670, 
1671, 1673, 1674, 1676, 1683, and 1691<a)(l) 
of this title and the provisions of chapter 36 
of this title <with the exception of section 
1787> shall be applicable with respect to in
dividuals who are pursuing programs of edu
cation or training following discharge or re
lease from active duty.". 
DURATION AND LIMITATIONS ON ENTITLEMENT 

TO POST-VIETNAM ERA VETERANS' EDUCATION· 
AL ASSISTANCE 

SEC. 207. Section 1632 is amended to read 
as follows: 

"Ca>O> Except as provided in paragraphs 
(2) and <3> of this subsection, educational 
assistance benefits shall not be afforded an 
eligible veteran under this chapter more 
than 10 years after the date of such veter
an's last discharge or release from active 
duty. 

" C2><A> If any eligible veteran was pre
vented from initiating or completing such 
veteran's chosen program of education 
during the delimiting period determined 
under paragraph < 1 > of this subsection be
cause of a physical or mental disability 
which was not the result of such veteran's 
own willful misconduct, such veteran shall, 
upon application made in accordance with 
subparagraph <B> of this paragraph, be 
granted an extension of the applicable de
limiting period for such length of time as 
the Administrator determines, from the evi
dence, that such veteran was so prevented 
from initiating or completing such program 
of education. 

" <B> An extension of the delimiting period 
applicable to an eligible veteran may be 
granted under subparagraph <A> of this 
paragraph by reason of the veteran's mental 
or physical disability only if the veteran 
submits an application for such extension to 
the Administrator within 1 year after (i) the 
last date of the delimiting period otherwise 
applicable to the veteran under paragraph 
(1) of this subsection, or <ii> the termination 
date of the period of the veteran's mental or 
physical disability, whichever is later. 

" (3) When an extension of the applicable 
delimiting period is granted an eligible vet
eran under paragraph <2> of this subsection, 
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the delimiting period with respect to such 
veteran shall again begin to run on the first 
day after such veteran's recovery from such 
disability on which it is reasonably feasible, 
as determined in accordance with regula
tions prescribed by the Administrator, for 
such veteran to initiate or resume pursuit of 
a program of education with educational as
sistance under this chapter. 

"(b)(l) In the event that an eligible veter
an has not utilized any or all of such veter
an's entitlement by the end of the delimit
ing period applicable to the veteran under 
subsection <a> of this section, such eligible 
veteran is automatically disenrolled. 

"<2><A> Any contributions which were 
made by a veteran disenrolled under para
graph < 1 > of this subsection and remain in 
the fund shall be refunded to the veteran 
after notice of disenrollment is transmitted 
to the veteran and the veteran applies for 
such refund. 

"CB> If an application for refund of contri
butions under subparagraph <A> of this 
paragraph is received from a disenrolled vet
eran within 1 year after the date the notice 
referred to in such subparagraph is ·trans
mitted to the veteran, it shall be presumed, 
for the purposes of section 1322<a> of title 
31, that the veteran's whereabouts is un
known and the funds shall be transferred as 
provided in such section.". 

EDUCATIONAL AND VOCATIONAL COUNSELING 

SEC. 208. Section 1663 is amended by in
serting after the first sentence the follow
ing: "In any case in which the Administra
tor has rated the veteran as being incompe
tent, such counseling shall be required to be 
provided to the veteran prior to the selec
tion of a program of education or training.". 
DELIMITING PERIOD UNDER THE SURVIVORS' AND 

DEPENDENTS' EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PRO
GRAM 

SEc. 209. Section l 712<b> is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para
graph <3>: 

"<3><A> Notwithstanding the provisions of 
paragraph < 1) of this subsection, any eligi
ble person <as defined in clause <B>. <C>. or 
<D> of section 170l<a)(l) of this title> may, 
subject to the approval of the Administra
tor, be permitted to elect a date referred to 
in subparagraph <B> of this paragraph to 
commence receiving educational assistance 
benefits under this chapter. The date so 
elected shall be the beginning date of the 
delimiting period applicable to such person 
under this section. 

"CB> The date which an eligible person 
may elect under subparagraph <A> of this 
paragraph is any date during the period be
ginning on the date the person became an 
eligible person within the meaning of clause 
<B>. <C>. or <D> of section 170l<a><I> of this 
title and ending on the date determined 
under subparagraph <A>. <B>. or <C> of para
graph < 1 > of this subsection to be applicable 
to such person.". 
ELIMINATION OF THE REQUIREMENT FOR AN 

EDUCATION PLAN FOR SURVIVORS AND DEPEND
ENTS 

SEc. 210. <a> Section 1720 is amended to 
read as follows: 
"§ 1720. Educational and vocational counseling. 

"The Administrator may, upon request, 
arrange for educational or vocational coun
seling for persons eligible for benefits under 
this chapter to assist such persons in select
ing their educational, vocational, or profes
sional objectives and in developing their 
programs of education.". 

(b)(l) Section 1721 is amended-

<A> by striking out "finally"; 
<B> by striking out clause Cl>; and 
<C> by redesignating clauses <2>. <3>. (4), 

and <5> as clauses <I>. <2>. <3>. and <4>. re
spectively. 

(2) The catchline of such section is 
amended to read as follows: 
"§ 1721. Approval of application". 

<c> The items relating to sections 1720 and 
1721 in the table of sections at the begin
ning of chapter 35 are amended to read as 
follows: 
"1720. Educational and vocational counsel

ing. 
"1721. Approval of application.". 
MEASUREMENT OF CERTAIN NONCOLLEGE DEGREE 

COURSES 

SEc. 211. <a><I > Section l 780<a> is amend
ed-

<A> in clause (1), by inserting a comma 
and "or a course that meets the require
ments of section l 788(a)(7) of this title," 
after "degree"; and 

<B> in clause <2>. by inserting "courses 
that meet the requirements of section 
l 788<a><7> of this title and" after "exclud
ing". 

<2> Section 1788 is amended
(1) in subsection <a>-
<A> by striking out "and" at the end of 

clause <5>; 
<B> by striking out the period at the end 

of clause < 6 > and inserting in lieu thereof a 
semicolon and "and"; and 

<C> by inserting after clause <6> the fol
lowing new clause: 

"(7) an institutional course not leading to 
a standard college degree, offered by an in
stitution of higher learning in residence on 
a standard quarter- or semester-hour basis, 
shall be measured as full time on the same 
basis as provided in clause <4> of this subsec
tion if <A> such course is approved pursuant 
to section 1775 of this title, and <B> a major
ity of the total credits required for the 
course is derived from unit courses or sub
jects offered by the institution as part of a 
course. so approved, leading to a standard 
college degree."; and 

(2) in subsection <c>. by striking out "(4)". 
<b> Section 1788 is amended by inserting 

at the end the following new subsection: 
"(e) For the purpose of determining 

whether a course-
"(1) which is offered by an institution of 

higher learning, and 
"(2) for which such institution requires 

one or more unit courses or subjects for 
which credit is granted toward a standard 
college degree 
will, during the semester <or quarter or 
other applicable portion of the academic 
year> when such unit course or subject is 
being pursued, be considered full time under 
clause <I> or <2> of subsection <a> of this sec
tion, each of the numbers of hours specified 
in such clause shall be deemed to be re
duced, during such semester <or other por
tion of the academic year>. by the percent
age described in the following sentence and 
rounded as the Administrator may pre
scribe. Such percentage is the percentage 
that the number of semester hours <or the 
equivalent thereof> represented by such 
unit course or subject is of the number of 
semester hours <or the equivalent thereof> 
which, under clause <4> of such subsection, 
constitutes a full-time institutional under
graduate course at such institution." 

PAYMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE FOR 
CERTAIN LESS-THAN-HALF-TIME TRAINING 

SEc. 212. The first sentence of section 
1780<!> is amended by striking out "during" 

and inserting in lieu thereof "not later than 
the last day of". 

PROHIBITION ON BENEFITS UNDER MORE THAN 
ONE EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

SEC. 213. Section l 78l<b> is amended by 
striking out "for the pursuit of the same 
program of education". 

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR EDUCATIONAL 
INSTITUTIONS 

SEc. 214. Section l 784<a> is amended-
< 1 > by striking out "Ca> The" and inserting 

in lieu thereof "(a)(l) Except as provided in 
paragraph <2> of this subsection, the"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph <2>: 

"(2) In the case of a program of independ
ent study pursued on less than a half-time 
basis in an educational institution, the Ad
ministrator may approve a delay by the edu
cational institution in reporting the enroll
ment or reenrollment of an eligible veteran 
or eligible person until the end of the term, 
quarter, or semester if the educational insti
tution requests the delay and the Adminis
trator determines that it is not· feasible for 
the educational institution to monitor inter
ruption or termination of the veteran's or 
eligible person's pursuit of such program.". 

PROHIBITION OF A TERM-BY-TERM 
CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENT 

SEC. 215. Section l 784<a> <as amended by 
section 214 of this Act> is further amended 
by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph (3): 

"C3)(A) Subject to subparagraph <B>. an 
educational institution offering courses on a 
term, quarter, or semester basis may certify 
the enrollment of a veteran who is not on 
active duty or an eligible person in such 
courses for more than one term, quarter, or 
semester at a time, but not for a period ex
tending beyond the end of a school year (in
cluding the summer enrollment period). 

"<B> Subparagraph <A> of this paragraph 
shall not apply with respect to any term, 
quarter, or semester for which the veteran 
or eligible person is enrolled on a less than 
half-time basis and shall not be construed as 
restricting the Administrator from requiring 
that an educational institution, in reporting 
an enrollment for more than one term, 
quarter, or semester, specify the dates of 
any intervals within or between any such 
terms, quarters, or semesters.". 

COMMISSION TO ASSESS VETERANS' EDUCATION 
POLICY 

SEC. 216. <a><I> There is established a 
Commission on Veterans' Education Policy 
<hereafter in this section referred to as the 
"Commission"). 

<2><A> The Commission shall consist of 11 
members, 10 of whom shall be appointed by 
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs in 
consultation with the chairmen and the 
ranking minority members of the Commit
tees on Veterans' Affairs of the Senate and 
of the House of Representatives <hereafter 
in this section referred to as "the Commit
tees"), and 1 of whom shall be the Chair
man of the Advisory Committee on Educa
tion established under section 1792 of title 
38, United States Code. 

<B> The members of the Commission (i) 
shall be broadly representative of entities 
engaged in providing education and training 
and of veterans' service organizations, and 
<ii> shall be selected on the basis of their 
knowledge of and experience in education 
and training policy and the implementation 
of such policy with respect to programs of 
assistance administered by the Veterans' 
Administration. 
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<3> The Administrator of Veterans' Af

fairs, the ex officio members of the Adviso
ry Committee on Education referred to in 
paragraph <2><A>. and the chairmen and 
ranking minority members of the Commit
tees, or a designee of any such individual, 
shall be ex officio, nonvoting members of 
the Commission. 

<4><A> The Administrator shall designate a 
member from among the voting members of 
the Commission to chair the Commission. 

<B> The chairperson of the Commission, 
with the concurrence of the Commission, 
shall appoint an executive director, who 
shall be the chief executive officer of the 
Commission and shall perform such duties 
as are prescribed by the Commission. 

<C> The Administrator shall furnish the 
Commission with such professional, techni
cal, and clerical staff and services as the 
Commission determines necessary for the 
Commission to carry out the provisions of 
this section effectively. 

<b>O> Not later than 18 months after the 
date on which at least 8 members of the 
Commission have been appointed, the Com
mission shall submit a report on the Com
mission's findings and recommendations on 
the matters described in paragraph <2> of 
this subsection to the Administrator and 
the Committees. 

<2> The report required by paragraph <1> 
shall include the Commission's findings, 
views, and recommendations on the follow
ing matters: 

<A> The need for distinctions between cer
tificate-granting courses and degree-grant
ing courses. 

<B> The measurement of courses for the 
purposes of payment of educational assist
ance benefits. 

<C> The vocational value of courses of
fered through home study. 

<D> The role of innovative and nontradi
tional programs of education and the 
manner in which such programs should be 
treated for purposes of payment of educa
tional assistance benefits by the Veterans' 
Administration. 

<E> Such other matters relating to admin
istration of chapters 30, 31, 32, 34, 35, and 36 
of title 38, United States Code, by the Veter
ans' Administration as (i) the Commission 
considers appropriate or necessary, or (ii) 
are suggested by the Administrator or, con
currently, by the chairmen and ranking mi
nority members of the Committees. 

<c>O> Not later than 6 months after the 
date on which the report is submitted under 
subsection (b), the Administrator shall 
submit an interim report to the Commit
tees. The interim report shall contain-

<A> the Administrator's views on the desir
ability, feasibility, and cost of implementing 
each of the Commission's recommendations, 
and the actions taken or planned with re
spect to the implementation of such recom
mendations; 

<B>(i) the Administrator's views on any 
legislatio11 or regulations proposed by the 
Commission, <ii> the Administrator's views 
on the need for any alternative or addition
al legislation or regulations to implement 
the Commission's recommendations, <iii> the 
Administrator's recommendations for any 
such alternative or additional legislation, 
(iv> the proposed text of any regulations re
ferred to in subclause (i) or (ii} which the 
Administrator considers necessary and the 
proposed text of any legislation referred to 
in such subclause which is recommended by 
the Administrator, and <v> a cost estimate 
for the implementation of any regulations 
and legislation referred to in such sub
clause; and 

<C> any other proposals that the Adminis
trator considers appropriate considering the 
Commission's report. 

<2> Not later than 90 days after the date 
on which the Administrator's interim report 
is submitted under paragraph < 1 >. the Com
mission shall submit a report to the Admin
istrator and the Committees containing the 
Commission's views on the Administrator's 
interim report. 

<3> Not later than 2 years after the date 
on which the Commission's report is submit
ted under subsection Cb>. the Administrator 
shall submit a final report to the Commit
tees. The final report shall include the ac
tions taken with respect to the recommen
dations of the Commission and any further 
recommendations the Administrator consid
ers appropriate. 

(d) The Commission shall terminate 90 
days after the date on which the Adminis
trator submits the final report required by 
subsection <c><3>. 

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 217. <a> Section 143l<e><2> is amended 
by inserting "not" after "educational insti
tution". 

Cb>< l> The catchline of section 1631 is 
amended to read as follows: 
"§ 1631. Entitlement; payment of benefits". 

<2> The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 32 is amended by striking out the 
item relating to section 1631 and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 

"1631. Entitlement; payment of benefits.". 
<c> Section l 781<b)(2) is amended by strik

ing out "Chapter 107" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Chapters 106 and 107". 

TITLE III-SPECIALLY ADAPTED HOUS
ING AND HOME LOAN GUARANTY 
PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS 

SPECIALLY ADAPTED HOUSING 

SEc. 301. <a> Section 80l<b)(l) is amended 
by inserting before the period at the end 
the following: "or in acquiring a residence 
already adapted with special features deter
mined by the Administrator to be reason
ably necessary for the veteran because of 
such disability". 

Cb> Section 802<b>< l> is amended by strik
ing out "cost" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"cost, or, in the case of a veteran acquiring a 
residence already adapted with special fea
tures, the fair market value,". 

CREDIT UNDERWRITING AND LOAN PROCESSING 
STANDARDS 

SEc. 302. <a> Section 1810<b><3> is amended 
by inserting a comma and "as determined in 
accordance with the credit underwriting 
standards established pursuant to subsec
tion (g) of this section" before the semi
colon at the end. 

(b) Section 1810 is further amended by 
adding at the end the following new subsec
tion: 

"Cg>< 1 > For the purposes of this subsec
tion, the term 'veteran', when used with re
spect to a loan guaranteed or to be guaran
teed under this chapter, includes the veter
an's spouse if the spouse is jointly liable 
with the veteran under the loan. 

"(2) For the purpose of determining 
whether a veteran meets the standards re
ferred to in subsection (b)(3) of this section 
and section 1819<e><2> of this title, the Ad
ministrator shall prescribe regulations 
which establish-

"<A> credit underwriting standards to be 
used in evaluating loans to be guaranteed 
under this chapter; and 

"<B> standards to be used by lenders in ob
taining credit information and processing 
loans to be guaranteed under this chapter. 

"<3> In the regulations prescribed under 
paragraph <2> of this subsection, the Admin
istrator shall establish standards that-

"CA> include-
"(i) debt-to-income ratios to apply in the 

case of the veteran applying for the loan; 
"<ii> criteria for evaluating the reliability 

and stability of the income of the veteran 
applying for the loan; and 

"<iii> procedures for ascertaining the 
monthly income required by the veteran to 
meet the anticipated loan payment terms; 
and 

"CB> are designed to be in accordance with 
the loan underwriting principles and appli
cation procedures generally accepted and 
used by commercial lending institutions 
with respect to loans with comparable secu
rity arrangements. 

"(4)(A) Any lender making a loan under 
this chapter shall certify, in such form as 
the Administrator shall prescribe, that the 
lender has complied with the credit infor
mation and loan processing standards estab
lished under paragraph <2><B> of this sub
section, and that, to the best of the lender's 
knowledge and belief, the loan meets the 
underwriting standards established under 
paragraph <2><A> of this subsection. 

"<B> Any lender who knowingly and will
fully makes a false certification under sub
paragraph <A> of this paragraph shall be 
liable to the United States Government for 
a civil penalty equal to two times the 
amount of the Administrator's loss on the 
loan involved or to another appropriate 
amount, not to exceed $10,000, whichever is 
greater. All determinations necessary to 
carry out this subparagraph shall be made 
by the Administrator. 

"(5) Pursuant to regulations prescribed to 
carry out this paragraph, the Administrator 
may, in extraordinary situations, waive the 
application of the credit underwriting 
standards established under paragraph <2> 
of this subsection when the Administrator 
determines, considering the totality of cir
cumstances, that the veteran is a satisfac
tory credit risk.". 

<c> Section 1816 is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"<e> The Administrator may not make a 
loan to finance a purchase of property ac
quired by the Administrator as a result of a 
default on a loan guaranteed under this 
chapter unless the purchaser meets the 
credit underwriting standards established 
under section 1810<g><2><A> of this title.". 

Cd> Section 1819<e><2> is amended by in
serting "as determined in accordance with 
the regulations prescribed under section 
1810Cg) of this title and" after "credit risk,". 

LOAN GUARANTY AMOUNT 

SEC. 303. <a> Section 1810<0> is amended by 
striking out "$27,500" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$33,500". 

<b> Section 18ll<d><2><A> is amended by 
striking out "$27,500" each place it appears 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$33,500". 

DEFAULT NOTIFICATION AND FORECLOSURE 
PROCEDURES; FORECLOSURE INFORMATION 

SEC. 304. <a> Section 1816<a>O> is amended 
by striking out the first sentence and insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: "The 
holder of a loan guaranteed under this 
chapter shall promptly notify the Adminis
trator of any failure of the debtor under the 
loan to make in full two monthly payments 
due on the loan. Within 15 days after the 
date on which the Administrator receives 
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such notification, the Administrator shall 
notify the veteran of the requirement set 
forth in paragraph <4> of this subsection.". 

<b> Section 1816<a> is further amended by 
adding at the end the following new para
graph: 

"(4) Except as provided in paragraph <2> 
of this subsection, not later than 15 days 
after the first date on which a veteran has 
failed to make in full four monthly pay
ments due on any loan guaranteed under 
this chapter, the holder of the loan shall 
initiate foreclosure.". 

<c> Section 1816 is further amended by 
adding at the end the following new subsec
tions: 

"(e) If a holder of a loan guaranteed 
under this chapter fails to initiate foreclo
sure on the loan as required by subsection 
<a><4> of this section, the Administrator 
shall not be liable under the guaranty for 
interest accruing on such loan during the 
period beginning on the date the holder 
should have initiated the foreclosure and 
ending on the date the holder initiates the 
foreclosure. 

"(f}( 1 > The Administrator shall identify 
and compile information on common factors 
which the Administrator finds contribute to 
foreclosures on loans guaranteed under this 
chapter. 

"(2) The Administrator shall include the 
Administrator's findings under paragraph 
O> of this subsection in the annual report 
submitted to the Congress under section 214 
of this title.". 

COMPETITIVE CONTRACTING REQUIREMENTS 

SEc. 305. Section 1820(b) is amended by 
striking out "$1,000" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "the amount prescribed in clause < 1) 
of the first sentence of such section". 

AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER FUNDS 

SEC. 306. Section 1823 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new subsec
tion: 

"<d>O> The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall transfer from the direct loan revolving 
fund to the loan guaranty revolving fund es
tablished by section 1824<a> of this title 
such amounts as the Administrator deter
mines are not needed in the direct loan re
volving fund. 

"(2) Not later than 30 days after the date 
on which the Administrator makes a trans
fer under paragraph < 1 > of this subsection, 
the Administrator shall submit a notice of 
such transfer to the appropriate committees 
of the Congress.". 

USE OF ATTORNEYS IN HOME LOAN 
FORECLOSURES 

SEC. 307. The second sentence of section 
1830<a> is amended by striking out "With 
the concurrence of the Attorney General of 
the United States, the" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "The". 

APPRAISALS 

SEC. 308. <a> Subchapter III of chapter 37 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new section 1831: 
"§ 1831. Appraisals 

"(a) The Administrator shall
"( 1) prescribe-
"(A) standardized examinations on ap

praising, taking into consideration local ap
praising practices; and 

"<B> uniform qualifications for appraisers; 
"(2) use such examinations and qualifica

tions in determining whether to approve an 
appraiser to make appraisals of the reasona
ble value of any property, construction, re
pairs, or alterations for the purposes of this 
chapter; and 
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"(3) in consultation with appropriate rep
resentatives of institutions which are regu
larly engaged in making housing loans, de
velop and maintain a list of appraisers who 
are approved under clause <2> of this subsec
tion to make appraisals for the purposes of 
this chapter. 

"(b) The Administrator shall select ap
praisers from the list required by subsection 
(a)(3) of this section on a rotating basis to 
make appraisals for the purposes of this 
chapter. 

"(c) The Administrator shall furnish a 
copy of the appraisal made of property for 
the purposes of this chapter to the lender 
proposing to make the loan which is to be 
secured by such property and is to be guar
anteed under this chapter. 

"(d) If a lender-
"( 1) has proposed to make a loan to be 

guaranteed under this chapter, 
"(2) has been furnished an appraisal of 

the reasonable value of any property or of 
any construction, repairs, or alterations of 
property which is to be the security for such 
loan, as required by subsection <c> of this 
section, and 

"<3> within a reasonable period prescribed 
by the Administrator, has furnished to the 
Administrator an additional appraisal of the 
reasonable value of such property, construc
tion, repairs, or alterations which was made 
by an appraiser selected by the lender from 
the list required by subsection (a)(3) of this 
section, 
the Administrator shall consider both the 
initial appraisal and the additional appraisal 
before issuing a certificate of reasonable 
value of such property, construction, re
pairs, or alterations. 

"(e) The Administrator shall establish 
such appraisal fee limitations as the Admin
istrator considers appropriate to ensure that 
appraisers making appraisals in any locality 
for the purposes of this chapter are paid a 
fee which is comparable to fees generally 
paid for other comparable appraisals in 
such locality.". 

<b> The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 1830 the 
following new item: 
"1831. Appraisals.". 
FURNISHING INFORMATION TO REAL ESTATE 

PROFESSIONALS TO FACILITATE THE DISPOSI
TION OF PROPERTIES 

SEC. 309. <a> Subchapter III of chapter 37 
<as amended by section 308 of this Act> is 
further amended by adding at the end the 
following new section 1832: 
"§ 1832. Furnishing information to real estate 

professionals to facilitate the disposition of 
properties 
"The Administrator shall furnish to real 

estate brokers and other real estate sales 
professionals information on the availability 
of real property for disposition under this 
chapter and the procedures used by the Vet
erans' Administration to dispose of such 
property.". 

<b> The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 1831, as 
added by section 308<b> of this Act, the fol
lowing new item: 
"1832. Furnishing information to real estate 

professionals to facilitate the 
disposition of properties.". 

TASK FORCE ON MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSITION 

OF PROPERTY 

SEC. 310. <a>O> Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 

the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs shall 
establish a task force to be known as the 
Task Force on Management and Disposition 
of Property <hereafter in this section re
ferred to as the "Task Force"). The Task 
Force shall terminate 3 years after the date 
on which the Task Force is established. 

(2) The purposes of the Task Force are
<A> to develop effective methods for the 

exchange of information between the Veter
ans' Administration and the real estate in
dustry on efficient real property manage
ment and disposition practices and new de
velopments in such practices; and 

<B> to advise the Administrator on ways to 
improve the manner in which the Veterans' 
Administration manages and disposes of 
real property acquired under chapter 37 of 
title 38, United States Code. 

< 3 > The members of the Task Force shall 
be appointed by the Administrator and shall 
include-

< A> appropriate representatives of the 
Veterans' Administration; 

<B> real estate brokers and other real 
estate sales professionals; and 

<C> representatives of commercial residen
tial real property management organiza
tions. 

<4> The Administrator shall designate one 
member to chair the Task Force. 

<5> The Administrator shall prescribe the 
number and terms of service of members of 
the Task Force. 

<b> The Administrator shall, on a regular 
basis, consult with and seek the advice of 
the Task Force with respect to matters re
lating to the purposes of the Task Force. 

<c>O><A> Not later than 16 months after 
the date on which the Task Force is estab
lished under subsection <a>. the Task Force 
shall submit to the Administrator a report 
on the activities of the Task Force during 
the preceding year. 

<B> Not later than the day before the date 
on which the Task Force terminates, the 
Task Force shall submit to the Administra
tor a final report on the activities of the 
Task Force. 

<C> Each report required by this para
graph shall include such recommendations 
relating to the purposes of the Task Force 
as the Task Force considers appropriate. 

<2> The Task Force may also submit to the 
Administrator such other reports relating to 
the purposes of the Task Force as the Task 
Force considers appropriate and may in
clude recommendations with respect to mat
ters relating to such purposes in such re
ports. 

(d) Not later than 60 days after the date 
on which the Administrator receives a 
report required by subsection <c>O> of this 
section, the Administrator shall submit such 
report, together with such comments and 
recommendations as the Administrator con
siders appropriate, to the Committees on 
Veterans' Affairs of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives 

PROPERTY MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSAL PILOT 
PROGRAM 

SEC. 311. <a> In order to evaluate the effec
tiveness, feasibility, and desirability of con
tracting with commercial organizations to 
perform the functions of management and 
disposal of properties acquired by the Veter
ans' Administration under chapter 37 of 
title 38, United States Code, the Administra
tor of Veterans' Affairs, during the period 
beginning April 1, 1986, and ending Septem
ber 30, 1987, shall conduct a pilot program 
under which the Administrator shall con
tract with one or more qualified commercial 
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PROVISIONS 
organizations for the performance of such Cb> The amendments made by subsection 
functions. <a> shall apply with respect to markers for 

(b) In order to carry out the pilot program the graves of persons who die on or after 
under this section, the Administrator July 1, 1986. 
shall- REPORT ON THE NATIONAL CEMETERY SYSTEM 

<l> designate a representative nationwide SEc. 402. <a> Not later than 18 months 
sample of 10 percent of the inventory of after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
properties held by the Veterans' Adminis- · the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs shall 
tration and referred to in subsection <a>; submit to the Committees on Veterans' Af
and fairs of the Senate and the House of Repre-

( 2) enter into contracts with one or more sentatives a report on the National Ceme
qualified commercial organizations to tery System established by section 1000 of 
manage the properties in the designated title 38, United States Code. The Adminis
sample and to dispose of such properties trator shall submit a second such report not 
through the use of local real estate brokers later than 60 months after such date. 
and other real estate sales professionals. <b> Each report required by subsection <a> 

<c> Not later than February 1, 1988, the shall include-
Administrator shall submit to the Commit- (1) a plan for the operation of the Nation
tees on Veterans' Affairs of the Senate and al Cemetery System through the year 2000, 
the House of Representatives a report on including a description of anticipated gener
the experience under the pilot program. al trends relating to the operation of the 
The report shall include- National Cemetery System between the 

< D the Administrator's assessment of the years 2000 and 2020 and a discussion of the 
cost effectiveness of the program taking provisions of the plan which were developed 
into account- in response to those trends; 

<A> the effectiveness of the program in (2) a list, in order of priority, of the 10 ge-
providing quality management and timely ographic areas in the United States in 
disposition of properties acquired by the which the need for additional burial space 
Veterans' Administration under chapter 37 for veterans is greatest; 
of title 38, United States Code; and <3> assessments of the desirability and fea-

<B> a comparison of the cost of the pro- sibility of acquiring existing State veterans' 
gram with the cost of management and dis- cemeteries in the geographic areas identi
posal of properties by the Veterans' Admin- fied on the list described in clause <2> and of 
istration under such chapter; the role of State veterans' cemeteries gener-

< 2 > a description of the effects, if any, ally in meeting the needs for burial space 
which the program had on the functions for veterans; and 
and duties performed by employees of the (4) general plans <including projected 
Veterans' Administration; and costs, site location, and, if appropriate, nec-

<3> any recommendations for legislation essary land acquisition> for any anticipated 
which the Administrator considers appropri- expansion of the National Cemetery 
ate. System, including plans for meeting <A> the 

EFFECTIVE DATES 
SEc. 312. <a> The amendments made by 

sections 302, 303, 304, and 308 shall take 
effect September l, 1986. 

(b) The amendments made by section 301 
shall apply with respect to residences ac
quired after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

TITLE IV-NATIONAL CEMETERY 
SYSTEM 

NATIONAL CEMETERY GRAVE MARKERS 
SEC. 401. <a> Section 1004(c) is amended
(1) by inserting "Cl>" after "Cc>"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraphs <2> and <3>: 
"C2><A> Except as provided in subpara

graph <B> of this paragraph, the Adminis
trator shall designate a section in each na
tional cemetery in which persons eligible for 
interment may be buried in graves to be 
marked with upright grave markers pursu
ant to paragraph <3><B> of this subsection. 

"CB> Subparagraph <A> shall not apply to 
a national cemetery established before Jan
uary 1, 1986, if the Administrator has never, 
before that date, authorized graves in such 
cemetery to be marked with upright mark
ers. 

"(3)(A) Except as provided in subpara
graph <B> of this paragraph, each marker in 
a national cemetery shall be flat. 

"(B) If a person to be buried in a national 
cemetery <or the survivor or the legal repre
sentative of such person> has requested that 
the person's grave be marked with an up
right marker and space is available in a sec
tion designated under paragraph <2><A> of 
this section for graves marked with upright 
markers, the person shall be buried in such 
section and an upright marker shall be used 
to mark the grave.". 

need for burial space for veterans in each 
geographic area identified on the list de
scribed in clause (2), and <B> the need for 
burial space in cemeteries other than ceme
teries in the National Cemetery System in 
those areas. 

MEMORIAL AREAS IN ARLINGTON NATIONAL 
CEMETERY 

SEC. 403. <a> Chapter 75 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new section 1491: 
"§ 1491. Memorial areas in Arlington National 

Cemetery 
"<a> The Secretary of the Army may set 

aside, when available, a suitable area or 
areas in Arlington National Cemetery, Vir
ginia, to honor the memory of members of 
the armed forces and veterans <as defined in 
section 101<2> of title 38)-

"( 1 > who are missing in action; 
"(2) whose remains have not been recov

ered or identified; 
"(3) whose remains were buried at sea, 

whether by the member's or veteran's own 
choice or otherwise; 

"(4) whose remains were donated to sci
ence; or 

"(5) whose remains were cremated and 
whose ashes were scattered without inter
ment of any portion of the ashes. 

"Cb> Under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary, appropriate memorials or mark
ers may be erected in Arlington National 
Cemetery to honor the memory of those in
dividuals, or group of individuals, referred 
to in subsection <a>.". 

Cb> The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 
"1491. Memorial areas in Arlington National 

Cemetery.". 

CLARIFICATION OF REQUIREMENT FOR A DE· 
TAILED PLAN AND JUSTIFICATION FOR ADMIN· 
ISTRATIVE REORGANIZATION 
SEC. 501. <a> Subparagraph <C> of section 

210 <b><2> is amended by inserting at the 
end the following new division: 

"(iii) The term 'detailed plan and justifica
tion' means, with respect to an administra
tive reorganization, a written report which, 
at a minimum-

"(!) specifies the number of employees by 
which each covered office or facility affect
ed is to be reduced, the responsibilities of 
those employees, and the means by which 
the reduction is to be accomplished; 

"<ID identifies any existing or planned 
office or facility at which the number of 
employees is to be increased and specifies 
the number and responsibilities of the addi
tional employees at each such office or facil
ity; 

"<III> describes the changes in the func
tions carried out at any existing office or fa
cility and the functions to be assigned to an 
office or facility not in existence on the date 
that the plan and justification are submit
ted pursuant to subparagraph <A> of this 
paragraph; 

"<IV> explains the reasons for the deter
mination that the reorganization is appro
priate and advisable in terms of the statuto
ry missions and long-term goals of the Vet
erans' Administration; 

"CV> describes the effects that the reorga
nization may have on the provision of bene
fits and services to veterans and dependents 
of veterans (including the provision of bene
fits and services through offices and facili
ties of the Veterans' Administration not di
rectly affected by the reorganization>; and 

"<VD provides estimates of the costs of 
the reorganization and of the cost impact of 
the reorganization, together with analyses 
supporting those estimates.". 

(b)( 1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
the amendment made by subsection <a> 
shall take effect with respect to administra
tive reorganizations proposed to be carried 
out in fiscal years beginning after fiscal 
year 1986. 

<2> The amendment made by subsection 
<a> applies to the administrative reorganiza
tion referred to in the letters from the Ad
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs to the Com
mittees on Veterans' Affairs of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives, dated 
February 1, 1985, relating to the consolida
tion of certain Veterans' Administration De
partment of Veterans' Benefits activities 
from 59 regional offices into three process
ing centers. 

DEFINITION OF VIETNAM ERA 
SEc. 502. Section 101<29) is amended to 

read as follows: 
"(29) The term 'Vietnam era' means <A> 

the period beginning on August 5, 1964, and 
ending on May 7, 1975, or <B> the period be
ginning on February 21, 1961, and ending on 
May 7, 1975, in the case of a veteran who 
served in the Republic of Vietnam during 
such period.". 
EFFECT OF PAYMENT FOR THERAPEUTIC AND RE

HABILITATION ACTIVITIES ON PENSION ENTI· 
TLEMENT 
SEc. 503. <a> Section 618 is amended by 

adding at the end the following new subsec
tion: 

"(g) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, no amount of remuneration provided 
to an individual as a participant in a thera-
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peutic or rehabilitative activity carried out 
pursuant to this section shall be included in 
determining annual income for purposes of 
pension payments under laws administered 
by the Administrator.". 

Cb) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall take effect with respect to pension 
payments made on or after January 1, 1986. 

ESTATE LIMITATIONS RELATING TO 
INCOMPETENT INSTITUTIONALIZED VETERANS 

SEc. 504. Section 3203Cb><l><A> is amend
ed-

Cl) by striking out "$1,500" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "$6,000"; and 

(2) by striking out "$500" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$2,000". 
EVALUATION OF THE NEEDS OF NATIVE AMERICAN 

VETERANS 

SEc. 505. Ca)(l} Not later than February 1, 
1986, the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs 
shall establish an advisory committee to 
conduct an evaluation to determine the 
extent to which the programs and other ac
tivities of the Veterans' Administration 
meet the needs of veterans who are Native 
Americans, including Alaska Natives <as de
fined in section 3Cb) of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (85 Stat. 689; 43 
u.s.c. 1602(b)). 

(2) The advisory committee shall consist 
of-

<A> the Secretary of Labor <or a represent
ative of the Secretary of Labor designated 
by the Secretary after consultation with the 
Assistant Secretary of Labor for Veterans' 
Employment>; 

<B> the Chief Medical Director and Chief 
Benefits Director of the Veterans' Adminis
tration or their representatives; and 

CC) members appointed by the Adminis
trator from the general public, including-

(i} representatives of veterans who are 
Native Americans, including Alaska Natives 
and those with service-connected disabil
ities; and 

(ii} individuals who are recognized au
thorities in fields pertinent to the needs of 
veterans described in subclause m. including 
specific health care needs of such veterans 
and the delivery of health care services by 
the Veterans' Administration to such veter
ans. 

Cb) The evaluation required by subsection 
(a}(l) shall include-

(!} an assessment of the needs of the vet
erans described in subsection <a><l> for 
health care, rehabilitation, readjustment 
counseling, drug and alcohol counseling, 
outreach services, and other benefits and as
sistance under programs administered by 
the Veterans' Administration; and 

(2) a review of the manner in which and 
the extent to which the programs and other 
activities of the Veterans' Administration 
meet such needs. 

<c><l><A> Not later than August 1, 1987, 
the advisory committee shall submit to the 
Administrator a report containing the find
ings and any recommendations of the advi
sory committee on the matters described in 
subsection Cb). 

CB) Not later than August 1, 1988, the ad
visory committee shall submit to the Admin
istrator a report containing any views devel
oped by the advisory committee after 
August 1, 1987, on the recommendations in
cluded in the report requfred by subpara
graph <A> and the views of the advisory 
committee on any actions taken by the Ad
ministrator on such recommendations. 

<2><A> Not later than October 1, 1987, the 
Administrator shall submit to the Commit
tees on Veterans' Affairs of the Senate and 

the House of Representatives the report 
submitted by the advisory committee to the 
Administrator under paragraph < 1 >. togeth
er with any comments on the report and 
recommendations relating to such report 
that the Administrator considers appropri
ate. 

CB> Not later than October l, 1988, the 
Administrator shall submit to the Commit
tees on Veterans' Affairs of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives the report 
submitted by the advisory committee to the 
Administrator under paragraph <l><B>. to
gether with any comments and recommen
dations relating to the report that the Ad
ministrator considers appropriate. 

Cd) The Administrator shall determine the 
number and pay and allowances of members 
of the advisory committee appointed by the 
Administrator. 

<e> The advisory committee shall termi
nate 90 days after the date on which the 
Administrator submits the report required 
by subsection <c><2><B>. 
COLLOCATION OF REGIONAL OFFICES AND MEDI

CAL CENTERS; ASSESSMENT OF COMBINING 
NEARBY REGIONAL OFFICES 

SEC. 506. (a)(l) Not later than June l, 
1986, the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs 
shall submit to the Committees on Veter
ans' Affairs of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives a plan, including a sched
ule, for collocating at least 7 regional offices 
of the Veterans' Administration described in 
paragraph (3) with Veterans' Administra
tion medical centers on the grounds of such 
medical centers. The plan and schedule 
shall provide for the collocations to be com
menced and completed as soon as practica
ble. 

<2> The plan required by paragraph (1) 
shall include-

<A> an analysis of the estimated costs and 
savings which would result from the colloca
tions; 

<B> the advantages and costs of furnishing 
personnel, supply, administration, and fi
nance services and other supporting services 
jointly to regional offices of the Veterans' 
Administration and Veterans' Administra
tion medical centers; and 

<C> any other advantages and any disad
vantages of such collocations relating to 
costs and the provision of benefits and serv
ices to veterans. 

(3) The regional offices referred to in 
paragraphs Cl> and <2> are regional offices 
of the Veterans' Administration which are 
not located at Veterans' Administration 
medical centers on the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 

<b> The Administrator of Veterans' Affairs 
may submit together with the plan submit
ted under subsection <a> any assessment 
that the Administrator has made of the ad
vantages, disadvantages, and costs of com
bining regional offices of the Veterans' Ad
ministration which, on the date of enact
ment of this Act, are located near each 
other. 

VIETNAM EXPERIENCE STUDY OF THE HEALTH 
STATUS OF WOMEN VIETNAM VETERANS 

SEc. 507. <a><l><A> Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the Administrator of Veter
ans' Affairs shall provide, through contracts 
or other agreements with private or public 
agencies or persons, for the conduct of an 
epidemiological study of any long-term. ad
verse, and gender-specific health effects and 
other health effects which have been expe
rienced by women who served in the Armed 
Forces of the United States in the Republic 
of Vietnam during the Vietnam era and 

which may have resulted from <D traumatic 
experiences, (ii} from exposure to phenoxy 
herbicides <including the herbicide known 
as Agent Orange), to other herbicides, 
chemicals, or medications that may have 
deleterious health effects, or to environ
mental hazards during such service, or (iii) 
from any other similar experience or expo
sure during such service. 

<B> The Administrator may also include in 
the study conducted under subparagraph 
<A> an evaluation of the means of detecting 
and treating long-term, adverse, and gender
specific health effects and other health ef
fects found through the study. 

(2)(A) If the Administrator, in consulta
tion with the Director of the Office of Tech
nology Assessment, determines that it is not 
feasible to conduct a scientifically valid 
study of an aspect of the matters described 
in paragraph <l><A>-

(i) the Administrator shall promptly 
submit to the appropriate committees of the 
Congress a notice of that determination and 
the reasons for the determination; and 

<ii> the Director, not later than 60 days 
after the date on which such notice is sub
mitted to the committees, shall submit to 
such committees a report evaluating and 
commenting on such determination. 

<B> The Administrator is not required to 
study any aspect with respect to which a de
termination or determinations have been 
made and a notice or notices have been sub
mitted pursuant to subparagraph <A><D. 

<C> If the Administrator notifies the Con
gress of a determination made pursuant to 
subparagraph <A> that it is not scientifically 
feasible to conduct the study described in 
paragraph < 1 ><A>. this section shall cease to 
be effective as if the section were repealed 
by law on the date of the notification under 
this subparagraph. 

(b)(l) The study required by subsection 
<a> shall be conducted in accordance with a 
protocol approved by the Director of the 
Office of Technology Assessment. 

<2> Not later than April 1, 1986, the Ad
ministrator shall publish a request for pro
posals for the design of the protocol to be 
used in conducting the study under this sec
tion. 

(3) In considering any protocol for use or 
approval under this section, the Administra
tor and the Director shall take into consid
eration the protocol approved under section 
307(a)(2)(A)(i) of the Veterans Health Pro
grams Extension and Improvement Act of 
1979 <Public Law 96-151; 93 Stat. 1097; 38 
U.S.C. 219 note>. and the experience under 
the study being conducted pursuant to that 
protocol. 

(c)(l) Concurrent with the approval or dis
approval of any protocol under subsection 
(b)(l), the Director shall submit to the ap
propriate committees of the Congress a 
report-

< A> explaining the reasons for the Direc
tor's approval or disapproval of the proto
col, as the case may be; and 

<B> containing the Director's conclusions 
regarding the scientific validity and objec
tivity of the protocol. 

(2) If the Director has not approved a pro
tocol under subsection (b)(l) by the last day 
of the 180-day period beginning on the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Director-

<A> shall, on such day, submit to the ap
propriate committees of the Congress a 
report describing the reasons why the Direc
tor has not approved such a protocol; and 

CB> shall submit to such committees an 
updated report on the report required by 
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clause <A> each 60 days thereafter until 
such a protocol is approved. 

Cd><I> In order to ensure compliance with 
the protocol approved under subsection 
<b><I><A>. the Director shall monitor the 
conduct of the study under subsection <a>. 

<2><A> The Director shall submit to the 
appropriate committees of the Congress, at 
each of the times specified in subparagraph 
<B>. a report on the Director's monitoring of 
the conduct of the study pursuant to para
graph Cl>. 

CB> A report shall be submitted under sub
paragraph <A>-

(i) before the end of the 6-month period 
beginning on the date on which the Direc
tor approves the protocol referred to in 
paragraph < 1 >: 

<ii> before the end of the 12-month period 
beginning on such date; and 

<iii> annually thereafter until the study is 
completed or terminated. 

Ce) The study conducted pursuant to sub
section <a> shall be continued for as long 
after the date on which the first report is 
submitted under subsection enc 1 > as the Ad
ministrator determines that there is a rea
sonable possibility of developing, through 
such study, significant new information on 
the health effects described in subsection 
Ca><I><A>. 

(f){l) Not later than 24 months after the 
date of the approval of the protocol pursu
ant to subsection Cb>Cl><A> and annually 
thereafter, the Administrator shall submit 
to the appropriate committees of the Con
gress a report containing-

<A> a description of the results obtained 
before the date of such report under the 
study conducted pursuant to subsection <a>; 
and . . . . , 

CB> any admin1strat1ve actions or recom-
mended legislation, or both, and any addi
tional comments which the Administrator 
considers appropriate in light of such re
sults. 

(2) Not later than 90 days after the date 
on which each report required by paragraph 
(1) is submitted, the Administrator shall 
publish in the Federal Register for· public 
review and comment a description of any 
action that the Administrator plans or pro
poses to take with respect to programs ad
ministered by the Veterans' Administration 
based on <A> the results described in such 
report, <B> the comments and recommenda
tions received on that report, and <C> any 
other available pertinent information. Each 
such description shall include a justification 
or rationale for the planned or proposed 
action. 

Cg> For the purposes of this section-
(1) the term "gender-specific health ef

fects" includes <A> effects on female repro
ductive capacity and reproductive organs, 
CB) reproductive outcomes, CC> effects on 
female-specific organs and tissues, and <D> 
other effects unique to the physiology of fe
males; and 

<2> the term "Vietnam era" has the mean
ing given such term in section 101<29) of 
title 38, United States Code. 

SEC. 508. Ca>< 1 > The first sentence of sec
tion 1 of Public Law 98-77 <29 U.S.C. 1721 
note> is amended to read as follows: "This 
Act may be cited as the 'Veterans' Job 
Training Act'.". 

<2> Any reference in any Federal law to 
the Emergency Veterans' Job Training Act 
of 1983 shall be deemed to refer to the Vet
erans' Job Training Act. 

Cb> Section 5Ca><l><B> of such Act is 
amended by striking out "fifteen of the 
twenty" and inserting in lieu thereof "10 of 
the 15". 

Cc> The second sentence of section 8Ca><l> 
of such Act is amended to read as follows: 
"Subject to section 5Cc> and paragraph <2>. 
the amount paid to an employer on behalf 
of a veteran for a period of training under 
this Act shall be-

" CA> during the first 3 months of that 
period, 50 percent of the product of (i) the 
starting hourly rate of wages paid to the 
veteran by the employer <without regard to 
overtime or premium pay), and <ii> the 
number of hours worked by the veteran 
during those months; and 

"CB> during the fourth and any subse
quent months of that period, 30 percent of 
the product of (i) the actual hourly rate of 
wages paid to the veteran by the employer 
<without regard to overtime or premium 
pay), and <ii> the number of hours worked 
by the veteran during those months.". 

Cd> Section 14 of such Act is amended by 
inserting "Ca}" before "The" and adding at 
the end the following new subsections: 

"Cb> The Administrator and the Secretary 
shall jointly provide for a program of coun
seling services designed to resolve difficul
ties that may be encountered by veterans 
during their training under this Act and 
shall advise all veterans and employers par
ticipating under this Act of the availability 
of such services and encourage them to re
quest such services whenever appropriate. 

"(c) The Administrator shall advise each 
veteran who enters a program of job train
ing under this Act of the supportive services 
and resources available to the veteran 
through the Veterans' Administration, espe
cially, in the case of a Vietnam-era veteran, 
readjustment counseling under section 612A 
of title 38, United States Code, and other 
appropriate agencies in the community. 

"Cd> The Administrator and the Secretary 
shall jointly provide for a program under 
which a case manager is assigned to each 
veteran participating in a program of job 
training under this Act and periodic <not 
less than monthly) contact is maintained 
with each such veteran for the purpose of 
avoiding unnecessary termination of em
ployment and facilitating the veteran's suc
cessful completion of such program.". 

Ce> Section 16 of such Act is amended-
< 1 > by inserting "and $55 million for fiscal 

year 1986," after "1985"; and 
<2> by striking out " 1987" and inserting in 

lieu thereof "1988". 
en Section 17 of such Act is amended-
(1} by striking out "Assistance" and insert

ing in lieu thereof "(a) Except as provided 
in subsection Cb}, assistance"; 

<2> in clause Cl}, by striking out "February 
28, 1985" and inserting in lieu thereof "Jan
uary 31, 1987"; 

(3) in clause <2>. by striking out "July 1, 
1986" and inserting in lieu thereof "July 31, 
1987"; and 

<4> by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"Cb) If funds for fiscal year 1986 are ap
propriated under section 16 but are not both 
so appropriated and made available by the 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget to the Veterans' Administration on 
or before February 1, 1986, for the purpose 
of making payments to employers under 
this Act, assistance may be paid to an em
ployer under this Act on behalf of a veteran 
if the veteran-

" <1 > applies for a program of job training 
under this Act within 1 year after the date 
on which funds so appropriated are made 
available to the Veterans' Administration by 
the Director; and 

"(2) begins participation in such program 
within 18 months after such date.". 

(g)(l) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
the amendments made by this section shall 
take effect on the date of the enactment of 
this section. 

<2><A> The amendment made by subsec
tion <c> shall apply with respect to pay
ments made for programs of training under 
such Act that begin after January 31, 1986. 

<B> The amendment made by subsection 
(f)(2) shall take effect on February 1, 1986. 

SEc. 509. <1> In carrying out section 
1516(b) of title 38, United States Code, the 
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs shall 
take all feasible steps to establish and en
courage, for veterans who are eligible to 
have payments made on their behalf under 
such section, the development of training 
opportunities through programs of job 
training consistent with the provisions of 
the Veterans' Job Training Act <as redesig
nated by section 508Ca><l> of this Act> so as 
to utilize programs of job training estab
lished by employers pursuant to such Act. 

<2> In carrying out such Act, the Adminis
trator shall take all feasible steps to ensure 
that, in the cases of veterans who are eligi
ble to have payments made on their behalf 
under both such Act and such section, the 
authority under such section is utilized to 
the maximum extend feasible and consist
ent with the veterans' best interests to make 
payments to employers on behalf of such 
veterans. 

SEC. 510. <a> For the purposes of this sec
tion: 

<1> The term "private industry council" 
means a private industry council established 
pursuant to section 102 of the Job Training 
Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1512). 

<2> The term "service delivery area" 
means a service delivery area established 
pursuant to section 101 of the Job Training 
Partnership Act <29 U.S.C. 1511). 

Cb){l) The Secretary of Labor shall evalu
ate the feasibility and advisability of estab
lishing and administering, under part C of 
title IV of the Job Training Act, a program 
described in paragraph <2>. 

<2> The program referred to in paragraph 
< 1) is a program under which, upon the Sec
retary's determination and declaration of a 
severe State or regional employment defi
ciency or a veterans' employment deficiency 
in a State or service delivery area, grants 
are made, from a veterans' job training 
grant fund established by the Secretary 
from funds available to carry out part C of 
title IV of the Job Training Partnership 
Act, to a State or appropriate private indus
try council to fund an on-the-job training 
program which is similar in structure and 
purpose to the job training program estab
lished under the Veterans' Job Training Act 
1983 <as redesignated by section 508Ca){l) of 
this Act> and is to be conducted in such 
State or service delivery area. 

Cc> Not later than 90 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Labor shall transmit to the Committees on 
Veterans' Affairs of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives a report on the 
evaluation made under subsection <b>. The 
report shall include-

( 1 > recommended definitions, standards, 
and implementation procedures for declar
ing and determining the duration of a 
severe State or regional employment defi
ciency and a veterans' employment deficien
cy in a State or service delivery area; 

(2) recommended procedures for com
mencing a job training program in a State 
or service delivery area and for making fi
nancial assistance and other resources avail
able for such job training program when a 
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veterans' employment emergency is de
clared with respect to the State or service 
delivery area; 

(3) recommended procedures for adminis
tering an emergency veterans' job training 
grant fund, including recommended mini
mum and maximum amounts to be main
tained in such fund; 

<4> recommended limits on the amounts of 
grants to be made to any grantee State or 
private industry council; 

<5> recommended veteran and employer 
eligibility criteria and entry and completion 
requirements; 

(6) a description of the support and coun
seling services that are necessary to carry 
out a job training program in a State or 
service delivery area; 

<7> the recommended administrative com
ponent or components of the Department of 
Labor which would be appropriate-

<A> to administer a grant program de
scribed in subsection <b>, including the con
tracting and monitoring functions; 

<B> to determine the eligibility criteria for 
applicants for training and for employer 
certifications; 

<C> to establish findings of veterans' em
ployment deficiencies in States and service 
delivery areas; and 

<D> to verify the level of compliance of 
grantee States or private industry councils, 
veterans, and employers with the require
ments of the grant program and the job 
training programs funded by the grant pro
gram; 

(8) the estimated costs of administering 
and monitoring a job training grant pro
gram described in subsection <b> and con
sistent with the recommendations made in 
such report; and 

(9) such other findings and recommenda
tions, including any recommendations for 
legislation, as the Secretary considers ap
propriate. 

SEc. 511. The Veterans' Administration 
Medical Center in Phoenix, Arizona, shall 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
be known and designated as the "Carl T . 
Hayden Veterans' Administration Medical 
Center" . Any reference to such medical 
center in any law, regulation, map, docu
ment, record, or other paper of the United 
States shall after such date be deemed to be 
a reference to the Carl T. Hayden Veterans' 
Administration Medical Center. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. MONTGOMERY 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
I off er an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment in the nature of a substitute 

offered by Mr. MONTGOMERY: Strike all after 
the enacting clause and insert in lieu there
of the following: 
SECTION l. AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER 32 PRO

GRAM. 
<a> IN GENERAL.-(!) Section 1601<1> of 

title 38, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting "and before July 1, 1985," after 
"December 31, 1976," . 

(2) Section 16020><A> of such title is 
amended by inserting "and before July 1, 
1985," after "January 1, 1977," both places 
it appears. 

(3) Section 162l<a> of such title is amend
ed-

<A> by inserting "and before July 1, 1985," 
after "January 1, 1977,"; and 

<B> by inserting "before July 1, 1985" 
before the period at the end of the first sen
tence. 

(b) CONFORMING REPEAL.-Section 704 of 
Public Law 98-524 is repealed. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY (during the 
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was agreed to. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

TITLE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 
MONTGOMERY 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
I offer an amendment to the title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment to the title offered by Mr. 

MONTGOMERY: Amend the title so as to read: 
" An Act to amend chapter 32 of title 38, 
United States Code, and for other pur
poses.". 

The amendment to the title was 
agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

D 1015 

FINAL APPROVAL FOR "COP 
KILLER" BULLET BILL 

<Mr. BIAGGI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, a little 
more than 6 years ago, I began a legis
lative effort aimed at outlawing 
armor-piercing cop-killer bullets. De
spite the compelling nature of this 
issue and the total support it received 
from the law enforcement community, 
this legislation was slow in moving. 

Yet, in the end, our persistence paid 
off. Two nights ago the Law Enforce
ment Officers Protection Act received 
final congressional approval, and it 
now awaits the willing signature of 
President Reagan. 

Significantly, our final legislative 
product was not some watered-down 
version of what we set out to do. In 
the end, there was no compromise on 
the part of police safety. The bill ap
proved by Congress, H.R. 3132, estab
lishes a total ban on the public avail
ability of armor-piercing ammunition. 
That includes what's already out 
there, as well as any new supply. We 
could do no more, and as a 23-year 
police veteran I want to thank my col
leagues for all of their support. 

CONTRA AID SHOULD BE ACTED 
ON NOW 

<Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. 
Speaker, it is my understanding that 
the other body has acted upon the aid 
to the Contras. I have been told by 
some of my colleagues that we may 
not be acting upon it until after the 
recess, Mr. Speaker. And I submit to 
you, Mr. Speaker, that it is very im
portant to the people of Central Amer
ica and the United States that that be 
acted upon today before we recess. 

We are going to be acting upon the 
South African resolution, I under
stand, which came subsequent to the 
aid to the Contra bill. I submit to you 
that the will of the people of this 
country has been spoken very clearly 
in this Chamber by Members of this 
body and by the other body, and I 
think that it is unforgivable that 
people who are fighting for their free
dom in Central America are going to 
be denied the resources that are neces
sary to take that fight to the enemy 
because the Speaker of this body is 
going to sit on it. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that you will se
riously reconsider your actions and 
bring this matter to the floor of the 
House today. 

POSTHUMOUSLY AWARDING 
CONGRESSIONAL GOLD MEDAL 
TO JESSE OWENS 
<Mr. STOKES asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to introduce a resolution of Con
gress, for the purpose of awarding a 
congressional gold medal posthumous
ly, to the greatest Olympic champion 
of our time, Jesse Owens. 

Fifty years ago this month, Jesse 
Owens was the central character of 
the most important sports story of 
this century, which took place at the 
1936 Olympic games, held in Berlin, 
Germany. The scene was charged with 
political, social and world-altering sig
nificance. The cruelest and most 
prominent dictator of the 20th centu
ry, Adolf Hitler had declared the supe
riority of the Aryan race. Jesse Owens 
entered that oppressive atmosphere 
and performed athletic feats that had 
the German crowd on its feet and 
chanting his name. Adolf Hitler, hu
miliated on his own turf, was forced to 
leave the stadium, with his Aryan su
periority theory totally discredited. 
Jesse emerged, a hero. 

Jesse Owens is universally regarded 
as the most famous and symbolic hero 
of the modern Olympic games. Per
haps no other athlete has become 
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more closely identified with the true 
meaning and spirit of the Olympics. 
Although his athletic feats at the 
Games took place in the world's most 
politically charged era, Jessee stead
fastly believed that politics had no 
place in the games. In 1980, he wrote: 

The Olympics never were meant to be a 
contest between nations, only between indi
viduals. Winning was never intended as the 
ultimate goal. That goal, as Pierre de Cou
bertin, the founder of the modern Games, 
put it, is "achieving one's full potential." 
The sweetest victory, in other words, is 
doing one's best. 

However, Mr. Speaker, as we have 
learned from history, politics have 
played an enormous part in the Olym
pic games. It was that atmosphere into 
which Jesse Owens was born and in 
which he ultimately prevailed. 

James Cleveland Owens was born on 
September 12, 1913. His early child
hood was spent picking cotton until he 
and his family moved to Cleveland 
when he was 9 years old. There, when 
asked his name by a schoolteacher, he 
replied "J.C.". She understood him to 
say "Jesse" and thereafter, he was 
known by that name. 

Owens began his track career at the 
age of 13. He became a nationally 
known sprinter at East Technical High 
School in Cleveland, where he set na
tional AAU records. He continued his 
education at Ohio State University, 
where, despite his high school per
formance, he was admitted without an 
athletic scholarship and was forced to 
find odd jobs to finance his education. 

Mr. Speaker, despite this hardship, 
Jesse was an undisputed track star at 
Ohio State where he was known as the 
"Buckeye Bullet." His overwhelming 
talent was most conclusively demon
strated on May 25, 1935, at the Big 
Ten Track and Field Championships 
at Ann Arbor, MI. 

On that day, Owens was hobbled by 
a painful back injury incurred the pre
vious day after falling down a flight of 
stairs while roughhousing with a fra
ternity brother. He could barely bend 
over, but the record books show no in
dication of Jesse's injury. In less than 
1 hour, Owens successively equaled 
the world record for the 100-yard 
dash, 9.4 seconds, broke the world 
record for the broad jump on one at
tempt, 26 feet, 8¥4 inches, a record 
that stood for 25 years, broke the 
world record for the 220-yard dash, 
20.3 seconds, and broke the world 
record for the 220-yard low hurdles, 
22.6 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, those present were 
awed by Jesse's performance. "He is a 
floating wonder, just like he had 
wings." said Big Ten Commissioner 
Kenneth L. <Tug) Wilson. Bill Reed, 
who went on to be an assistant Big 
Ten Com.missioner, said, "It was one of 
those rare moments in sports when 
you can't believe what you are seeing." 
Mark Heisler of the Los Angeles Times 

wrote later that "no one before or 
since has ever had a day like that and 
no one probably ever will." 

The next year, as the Italians occu
pied Ethiopia, Spain erupted into a 
civil war, and the Germans marched 
into the Rhineland, Jesse Owens trav
eled to Germany to participate in the 
1936 International Olympic Games. In 
the foreboding climate of Berlin, in 
which the entire setting, the new 
Olympic Stadium and the gaily deco
rated city were prepared to demon
strate the superiority of the "Aryan" 
race, Jesse Owens demonstrated his 
superiority in track and field events. 

He won the 100-meter dash in 10.3 
seconds on Monday, August 2. On 
Tuesday, August 3, he won the broad 
jump at 26 feet, 5 ¥2 inches. On 
Wednesday, August 4, he surpassed his 
previous efforts and won the 200-
meter finals in 20.7 seconds, when no 
one in the history of the event had 
run it faster that 21.0 seconds. On the 
final day of track competition, Owens 
won his fourth gold medal as leadoff 
man of the 400 meter relay team. 
Hitler, consumed by anger, stalked 
from the stadium before Owens won 
his third medal. The "Black Auxilia
ries" as the black athletes were deri
sively labeled by the German dictator, 
had conclusively shown that they were 
not inferior to anyone. 

Mr. Speaker, Jesse Owens returned 
to America a hero, and was given the 
ultimate hero's welcome-a ticker tape 
parade. Americans expressed love and 
pride for Jesse and were very indig
nant that Hitler had not congratulat
ed Owens, nor any of the black ath
letes. 

"It was alright with me," Owens 
commented years later. "I didn't go to 
Berlin to shake hands with him, 
anyway." He also made an astute ob
servation about American reaction to 
the snub. "When I came back, after all 
those stories about Hitler and his 
snub, I came back to my native coun
try, and I couldn't ride in the front of 
the bus. I had to go to the back door. I 
couldn't live where I wanted. Now 
what's the difference?" 

Although widely proclaimed as a na
tional hero, Jesse Owens received no 
phone call from the President, nor was 
he invited to the White House. Jesse 
returned to life as a black man in the 
United States. Initially, he began a 
business career, but as memories of his 
feats faded, he was forced to race 
horses and machines in order to make 
a living. He also worked as a play
ground janitor and toured with the 
Harlem Globetrotters. He finally 
achieved business success later in life 
when he formed his own public rela
tions firm. Despite the hardships he 
endured, Jesse Owens still believed in 
America and still believed in the 
Olympic ideal. 

He was finally officially honored by 
this Nation in 1976, when President 

Gerald R. Ford awarded him the Pres
idential Medal of Freedom. Three 
years later, President Jimmy Carter 
gave him the Living Legends award. I 
believe that it is now time for Con
gress to honor him as well. 

Jesse Owens died in 1980, but his 
spirit lives on. He was more than a 
sports legend, more than a national 
figure, greater than a hero. He was the 
embodiment of fair play, perseverance 
under pressure, dignity, and grace in 
the face of discrimination and preju
dice. He succeeded where a lesser indi
vidual would have failed. And he fer
vently believed in the power of sport 
to spread peace and understanding 
throughout the world. 

Shortly before he died, he wrote: 
The Games are more than a great athletic 

spectacle. They are a spectacle of peace. 
Barriers of distance and language are 
broken in a few moments; a few hours at 
most. Life long friendships are made. Fierce 
rivalries are transformed into beautiful 
brotherhood • • •. The road to the Olym
pics • • • leads to no city, no country. It 
goes far beyond Lake Placid or Moscow, an
cient Greece or Nazi Germany. 

The road to the Olympics leads, in the 
end, to the best within us. 

Mr. Speaker, Jesse Owens' contribu
tions to American sport, American so
ciety, and American history are invalu
able. I urge my colleagues to join me 
by cosponsoring this resolution to 
honor one of our greatest Americans. 

"OPERATION ALLIANCE" TO 
COMBAT DRUG TRAFFIC 

<Mr. KOLBE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, 
Vice President BusH and Attorney 
General Meese announced the com
mencement of "Operation Alliance," 
an initiative aimed at combating the 
drug traffic into this country from the 
Mexican border region. This effort is 
an attempt to beef up our enforce
ment presence in the area, and to es
tablish a long-term commitment to 
interagency coordination in order to 
stem the flow of lethal narcotics into 
our Nation. Part of this effort involves 
a request for $266 million to be spent 
for personnel, equipment, and train
ing. While budget constraints are a re
ality, our job as a Congress is to set 
priorities. Protecting society from this 
menace surely must be among our 
highest priorities. 

Mr. Speaker, the effect of yester
day's announcement was a declaration 
of war on drugs. Let there be no mis
take about it; $266 million may not be 
enough to win the war, but it is a war 
best begun and begun now-before we 
lose our children, our friends and our 
coworkers to th,e onslaught of the 
most insidious enemy this country has 
ever faced. We must recruit every 
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man, woman and child in that war to 
end the demand.for narcotics, and we 
must coordinate all of our law enforce
ment agencies-at the Federal, State 
and local levels-in order to stem the 
supply of drugs. Only through this 
two pronged approach will this war be 
won. 

I urge my colleagues to take an 
active leadership role in this war; to 
approve the request of the administra
tion for the extra funds needed to es
calate the fight; and to spread the 
word about the lethal danger drugs 
pose not only to our bodies but to our 
minds. 

Mr. Speaker, let the battle begin, 
and let the battle be won. 

HOUSE CAN BE PROUD OF RE
STRAINED USE OF MAILING 
PRIVILEGES 
(Mr. FAZIO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, we are 
about to return to our districts for a 
period of time, and I am sure that 
many of the Members will be in touch 
with their constituents in townhall 
meetings, and it is very likely that the 
subject of how the Congress has han
dled its frank, its maiJing privileges, 
may become a subject of issue. 

I would simply like to set the record 
straight before we leave. Currently, as 
of the end of the first three-quarters 
of this fiscal year, the Congress has 
sent out the equivalent of $72 million 
out of an appropriated $95 million for 
the entire year. We will be, if we stay 
on the course that we are on, almost 
exactly on or close to the target in 
terms of meeting the appropriated 
amount. That is a surprising result, be
cause we had anticipated spending far 
more. The earlier estimate from the 
Postal Service was $144 million. We 
have cut back by at least 25 percent. 

As you know. Members of the other 
body have used this to somehow cast 
aspersions on the House, implying 
that we were not controlling our mail 
volumes. 

In fact, if you look at the record, the 
House has made a slightly larger con
tribution to that over 25-percent re
duction in the anticipated amount of 
mail that we send out in response to 
our constituents. The earlier estimate 
had been we would utilize 61 percent 
of the 1986 mail bill. But the House 
has cut back to 59 percent, as of the 
end of the third quarter. 

I think that we have nothing to be 
ashamed of. In fact, I think that 
under the leadership that has been 
provided in this House on both sides of 
the aisle, by the whip and the majori
ty leader, we have effectively advised 
the Members and caused them to be 
more restrained in the use of the 
frank. 

I think that we will stay on target, 
come very close to meeting our goal, 
and have something to be proud of. 

WAR ON DRUGS INCLUDES 
FIGHTING CORRUPTION 

<Mr. GILMAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, this 
morning we read again on our front 
pages of the kidnaping and torture of 
yet another one of our U.S. drug en
forcement agents. This very distress
ing report came during several days of 
meetings some us had with Mexico's 
Attorney General Ramirez, in which 
he assured us that Mexico was work
ing to combat narcotics trafficking and 
corruption from within. 

Today we were informed that our 
agent was kidnaped by members of the 
Jalisco State Police. News reports indi
cate that this same police unit were 
the abductors of our DEA agent Enri
que Camarena, who was tortured and 
murdered last year. 

That these acts occur in the same 
Mexican state is clear proof that addi
tional major efforts are needed by the 
Mexican Government to root out the 
corruption in their midst. The thrust 
of our newly negotiated agreement be
tween Attorney General Meese and 
Mexican Attorney General Ramirez is 
sorely needed, but these sensitive 
agreements are vulnerable. Unless and 
until these insidious acts against our 
own agents cease, we will be unable to 
work together with the Mexican Gov
ernment in the spirit that is needed. 

Our declared war against narcotics 
needs a strong, combined, cooperative 
effort, and that war includes fighting 
corruption wherever that may be. 

CORRUPTION IN MEXICAN LAW 
ENFORCEMENT HAMPERS 
DRUG WAR 
<Mr. SMITH of Florida asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
on Wednesday, about the time that I 
was meeting with the Mexican Attor
ney General here on the Hill, Jalisco 
State Police officials in Guadalajara 
arrested DEA Agent Victor Cortez for 
more than 6 hours. According to con
firmed sources, he was, in fact, tor
tured by cattle prods and soda water 
up the nose during this period. The 
confidential informant arrested with 
him was also treated in the same fash
ion. 

This incident bears a striking resem
blance to what occurred 18 months 
ago to DEA Agent Enrique Camarena, 
who met a fate much worse. 

It is time to lance the boil of corrup
tion that allows some Mexican law en-

forcement officials to act with impuni
ty as thugs and terrorists. Those of us 
who deal with the drug situation on a 
daily basis understand the circum
stances in Mexico, but the Mexican 
Government's continuing tolerance of 
such widespread corruption would try 
even the patience of Job. The safety 
and lives of our DEA agents are at 
stake. 

The latest joint antidrug initiative 
cannot succeed as long as such corrup
tion continues within the Mexican law 
enforcement establishment. The 
American people will not long tolerate 
these outrages. Who are we supposed 
to be fighting? Who are the bad guys, 
anyway-the drug smugglers or the 
Mexican police? 

NEW APPROACH NEEDED IN 
SOUTH PACIFIC 

<Mr. SUNIA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. SUNIA. Mr. Speaker, the news 
this week about our country's rela
tions with our two main allies in the 
South Pacific, Australia and New Zea
land, has not been very assuring or 
comforting to those of us Americans 
who live in that part of the world. 

We are aware and supportive of our 
country's position in the matter of our 
ships entering New Zealand ports. We 
also understand why we need to sell 
wheat to the s·oviets and sugar to the 
Chinese. But having worked out those 
deals with our adversaries, we wonder 
why it is so difficult for us to work out 
our differences with our friends. 

The ANZUS Treaty has been the 
safety net, the umbrella of security, 
for the South Pacific for 40 years. Like 
a fish in our ocean, it is now entangled 
in a net of conflicting international in
terests. 

We are hopeful, and I ask, on behalf 
of us Americans in the South Pacific, 
that a new approach be fashioned for 
protecting our interests, and indeed 
our security, in our part of the world. 

TIME IS RUNNING OUT FOR 
SANE WORLD FARM TRADE 
POLICY 
(Mr. DE LA GARZA asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, for 
a long time now, I have been urging 
our Government leaders to arrange an 
international conference on the in
creasingly serious problems of world 
trade in agricultural products, a 
summit meeting for officials dealing in 
agricultural trade. 

Today I am renewing that call, be
cause the time left for avoiding a trade 
war is running out. If leaders from our 
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own country and other agricultural ex
porters cannot reach fair agreements 
soon, it will be too late to avoid a trade 
war that all of us say we do not want. 

l. know that reaching agreements 
will not be easy. But it can be done if 
all of the nations involved want to get 
the job done. As my colleagues know, 
the United States and the European 
Common Market recently announced 
the settlement of a long and bitter 
trade dispute involving European 
pasta and American citrus. That 
agreement does not, of course, settle 
the major trade issues on which we 
disagree. But it does give me some 
hope for the future. It shows that 
trade disputes can be settled on terms 
that both sides can live with. And if 
we can do that on an issue like the 
citrus and pasta matter, perhaps we 
can go on to deal with larger issues in 
the same spirit. If we do not, we face 
the possibility of a series of brushfire 
skirmishes that could grow into a 
major trade war. 

I raise this issue again because there 
has been so much debate and some 
confusion recently about efforts to 
help American farmers regain overseas 
grain markets-markets they have lost 
for reasons which include unfair subsi
dy practices by other exporting na
tions. 

The efforts I'm talking about in
clude proposals to require the adminis
tration to use its existing authority to 
broaden the so-called Export Enhance
ment Program, which Congress adopt
ed last year as part of the omnibus 
farm bill. In operating the program, 
the administration has refused-with 
the exception of the limited action it 
took for the Soviet Union recently-to 
extend the program to a number of 
our traditional foreign customers. At a 
time when American farmers are 
facing depressed prices, many Mem
bers felt they could not ignore the 
need to take whatever steps might be 
available to regain markets for our 
producers. 

Legislation of this kind may sound 
simple, but it is not either simple or 
easy. We do not want to create new 
problems for friendly countries. The 
controversy over the administration's 
recent sale of sugar to China under
lines the difficult decisions that can 
arise. And for myself, I want the 
record to show that I am willing to 
look at anything I can do to minimize 
problems for trading partners-within 
the bounds of our obligation to the 
survival of our own efficient farmers. 

I want the record to show, also, that 
when Congress discusses efforts to 
expand export sales, we are not acting 
out of a desire to raid the world 
market or practice protectionism. The 
issue we face now has been triggered 
by events and policies in other compet
ing countries, policies which have 
forced us into a position in which we 
must do one of three things: We must 

respond with measures like the Export 
Enhancement Program; we must allow 
our farmers and our taxpayers to bear 
the whole burden of problems they did 
not create and cannot control; or we 
must find a way to remove the need 
for export subsidy programs. 

The steps we have heard discussed 
are being proposed because these are 
extraordinary times and we must do 
whatever we can to recapture the mar
kets we have lost. But the best long
term answer to the problems we face 
lies in another direction. It lies in per
suading other trading nations, espe
cially the European Economic Com
munity, to move away from the de
structive export subsidy policies that 
have brought us to where we are 
today. 

That is why I have urged the admin
istration to call an agricultural 
summit. That is why I am renewing 
that recommendation today. 

ALCOHOL ABUSE IS A DRUG 
PROBLEM, TOO 

<Mr. REID asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.> 

Mr. REID. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
express my full support for the Inter
national Narcotics Control Act, an om
nibus drug bill aimed at intensifying 
U.S. efforts at narcotics control assist
ance and eradication. Escalating drug 
production and trafficking poses a dev
astating threat to our country that de
mands our immediate attention. 

Equally frightening, however, are 
the problems created through use of 
another kind of drug, the legalized in
toxicant we know as alcohol. Alcohol 
abuse is responsible for disease, acci
dents, and violent acts that claim the 
lives of almost 100,000 people each and 
every year. Not including the cost of 
these lives to which we can attach no 
monetary value, society spends more 
than $116 billion annually in an at
tempt to compensate for damage done 
by alcohol abuse. The statistics are 
staggering; the outcry for assistance 
deafening. We must remember to 
count alcohol among the drugs that 
create the problems we face, so that 
our efforts are not only effective, but 
comprehensive as well. 
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ADOPT A PRISONER OF 
APARTHEID 

<Mr. GEJDENSON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, on 
July 12, 1986, South African President 
Botha announced the sweeping state 
of emergency. September 19, 1986, will 
mark the lOOth day of that state of 
emergency. 

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
CONYERS], myself, and others, in dis
cussing with David Saperstein, groups 
from Trans-Africa and other interest
ed parties, will be organizing during 
the week following and on the day of 
September 19, "Adopt a Prisoner of 
Apartheid," modeled on a program of 
adopting Soviet Jews who are prison
ers in the Soviet Union. 

This will help the American people 
understand the circumstances of indi
vidual South Africans. It will give the 
masses of Americans who are con
cerned about the situation in South 
Africa an opportunity to participate in 
a clear statement about the individual 
who is suffering in that racist state. 

I would hope that all my colleagues 
would join with the gentleman from 
Michigan, JOHN CONYERS, and myself, 
and many others in organizing local 
efforts in each of their own States. I 
would hope that the citizens of those 
States would start calling Members of 
Congress now to ask them to join this 
effort in adopting a prisoner of apart
heid. 

REPUBLICANS CHALLENGED TO 
VOTE "YES" ON DEFENSE 

<Mr. HERTEL of Michigan asked 
and was given· permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.> 

Mr. HERTEL of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, the word is out. The Republi
cans are going to vote "no" on the De
fense authorization bill. 

The bill will be finished today, and 
most of the work has already been 
done. We challenge them today to vote 
"yes." 

If you are afraid of reforming the 
Pentagon, then vote "no." If you are 
afraid of changing the system, then 
vote "no." If you are afraid of saving 
money, vote "no." If you are afraid of 
stopping waste, vote "no." If you are 
afraid of improving negotiations, vote 
"no." If you are afraid of avoiding nu
clear war, vote "no," because all of 
these improvements and reforms will 
be lost if the bill is defeated. 

I ask you to vote "yes." Vote "yes" 
for the future. 

RUNNING OUT OF TIME 
<Mr. LEWIS of Florida asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.> 

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
Monday we read of the wonderful 
agreement reached by the United 
States and the European Community 
with respect to the longstanding pasta 
war. 

Unfortunately, the agreement, her
alded by the administration as a 
breakthrough, is nothing but a sham. 
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In return for small tariff reductions, 

our citrus industry had been told they 
can no longer challange the EC's 
system of preferences, preferences 
which are in themselves a violation of 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade. 

No agreement would be better than 
the so-called agreement which has 
been set before us. 

I voted to sustain the veto on the 
Textile and Apparel Trade Enforce
ment Act. I believed this legislation 
would hurt American jobs and hinder 
those ongoing trade negotiations. 

My vote was a vote for time, time for 
the United States to take full advan
tage of upcoming trade negotiations. 

Unfortunately, if the agreement 
with the EC is a sign of what lies 
ahead, our trade negotiations just run 
out of time. 

VOTE TO KEEP FUNDS FOR 
STRATEGIC HOMEPORTING 

<Mr. DICKS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, today we 
are considering an amendment to 
delete funds for strategic homeport
ing. I believe it would be a serious mis
take if the House voted to adopt the 
Hert el amendment. 

Strategic homeporting is a step that 
makes military sense. It is supported 
by virtually all former Chiefs of Naval 
Operations, and current Navy leaders. 
It will increase fleet survivability. It 
will improve Active and Reserve inte
gration, and it will help our industrial 
base. 

Most important, it is affordable. The 
overall cost of $799 million has been 
capped by the other body and agreed 
upon by the Navy. These numbers 
have been verified by the prestigious 
accounting firm of Coopers & Ly
brand, and let there be no mistake, we 
could not accommodate the growing 
fleet in existing home ports. It would 
cost money, only $200 million less 
than dispersal over a 5-year period. 

We have invested billions in new 
Navy ships. It only makes sense to 
make this small investment to insure 
that they are available where and 
when needed. 

I urge support of strategic home
porting. Make no mistake. Today's 
vote is on the policy of strategic home
porting. 

I believe we should reverse our prior 
stance and approve this vital and af
fordable national security policy. Vote 
against the Hertel amendment. 

THE BUDGET DEFICIT 
<Mr. DELAY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, in the past 
few days, new budget deficit estimates 
have been issued by the Office of 
Management and Budget and by the 
Congressional Budget Office. These 
figures show that the 1986 deficit will 
hit a record high of $230 billion. That 
amounts to excess spending of $1,000 
for each man, woman, and child in this 
country. I wonder how many of my 
constituents feel that they received 
$1,000 more in Government services 
than they put into the system in 
taxes. Not many, I am sure. This 
record deficit makes them angry. It 
makes me angry. 

For the last few years, we have 
heard a lot of talk about spending 
cuts. Last year, the budget passed by 
this Congress was supposed to cut $57 
billion. Listening to the news media 
and the rhetoric of Members of Con
gress, you would think that massive 
spending cuts have taken place. But 
let's take a look at the real numbers. 
This year we are spending $45 billion 
more than last year-$45 billion more. 
That doesn't sound like a cut. It 
sounds more like a huge spending in
crease. In fact, if we hadn't made a cut 
at all but had just held overall spend
ing down to last year's level, our defi
cit could be down to $179 billion. 

What is the outlook for next year? 
Our budget says that the deficit will 
be down to $144 billion in 1987. And 
yet, every one of the appropriations 
bills we are passing will be an increase 
in spending over last year. It sounds 
like another $200 billion deficit to me. 

Some people have described the 
budget process and the numbers that 
are thrown around as smoke and mir
rors. I think it is time to call it what it 
is, an out-and-out lie to the American 
people. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON THE JUDICIARY TO HAVE 
UNTIL 5 P.M., SEPTEMBER 5, 
1986, TO FILE REPORTS ON 
CERTAIN BILLS 
Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on the Judiciary may have until 5 
p.m., September 5, 1986, to file reports 
on the following seven bills: 

1. H.J. Res. 631: White House Conference 
on Drug Abuse and Control; 

2. H .R. 5076: Drug and Alcohol Dependent 
Offenders Treatment Act of 1986; 

3. H.R. 5217: Money Laundering Control 
Act of 1986; 

4. H.R. 5246: Designer Drug Enforcement 
Act of 1986; 

5. H.R. 5394: Narcotics Penalties and En
forcement Act of 1986; 

6. H.R. 4885: Career Criminal Amend
ments Act of 1986; and 

7. H.R. 5393: Drug Enforcement Enhance
ment Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
MURTHA). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

NEW PROVISIONS OF GRAMM
RUDMAN II 

<Mr. SCHUMER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, a few 
months ago, the Supreme Court broke 
PHIL GRAMM's toy, Gramm-Rudman 
II, and he has been in slavish indul
gence in trying to fix it. 

So, as a way of trying to fix it, they 
first thought up that OMB would be 
the folks who would make the cuts. 
But everyone realized, even the good 
gentleman from Texas, that OMB was 
at least unreliable and at worst politi
cal in its projections. 

So now listen to this: In Gramm
Rudman II, the proposal that is going 
to be sent over to us later this after
noon, they dictate the amount of 
growth, the rate of inflation, the 
amount of unemployment that OMB 
must find in the future year. If a de
pression occurs and the bottom falls 
out, they are still going to say that 
growth occurred at approximately 4 
percent. If the economy zooms and in
flation takes off, they still have to say 
that 1.9 percent was the rate of infla
tion. 

Ladies and gentlemen of this House, 
that is not legislation, that is sorcery. 
It is alchemy. You cannot, by legislat
ing by fiat, say what growth will be in 
6 months from now. 

The gentleman from Texas needs a 
wand and a magic hat, not a pen and 
piece of paper. This is not legislation. 

U.S. STAND ON OIL FEE SHOWS 
A TROUBLING INCONSISTENCY 
<Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks and include extra
neous matter.) 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speak
er, a good friend of mine in Dallas, 
TX, named Ed Vetter, recently wrote 
an editorial in the Dallas Morning 
News regarding the situation in the oil 
patch. He points out that we have just 
imposed a 35-percent duty on import
ed shingles from Canada. He points 
out that we are asking our Japanese 
trading partners to voluntarily restrict 
their imports of automobiles into this 
country. He points out that we have 
asked machine tool manufacturers in 
Europe and elsewhere to restrict their 
imports below 43 percent into this 
country. He points out that our largest 
import into this country is oil. We are 
spending about $60 billion a year to 
import foreign oil into this country. 
He points out that we are daily becom
ing more and more at the mercy of the 
OPEC oil cartel. He points out that if 
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we do not do something in the next 
year and a half we are going to be im
porting 67 percent of our oil needs in 
this country. He points out that it 
might be a good idea to impose some 
sort of a domestic oil import fee. 

I would like to point out that my 
good friend, the gentleman from 
Texas, CHARLIE STENHOLM, and myself 
have such an import bill, and I would 
ask my colleagues to cosponsor this 
bill. 

I include the editorial by my friend, 
Edward 0. Vetter. 

[From the Dallas Morning News, Aug. 13, 
1986) 

U.S. STAND ON OIL FEE SHOWS A TROUBLING 
INCONSISTENCY 

<By Edward 0. Vetter> 
Item: The United States has imposed a 35 

percent duty on roofing shingles imported 
from Canada. 

Item: The United States is seeking volun
tary restraints on the export of machine 
tools to this country. Exporting countries 
are asked to reduce shipments from 43 per
cent of domestic demand to 25 percent. 

Item: Japanese car manufacturers are vol
untarily continuing a limit on the number 
of units exported to the United States, but 
the shift of such exports is to top-of-the-line 
models. 

Item: The administration is rejecting re
quests from domestic oil producers for a 
temporary fee on imported crude oil and 
products. Says one administration official: 
"The free market is working." 

How inconsistent can we get? In past col
umns I've argued several positions on 
energy that all start with the thesis that 
there is no free market for oil today. 

There is ample evidence to suggest that 
the control of OPEC, or at least a few of its 
members, is as strong today on world oil ec
onomics and supply as it has ever been. To 
protect our flanks from becoming too de
pendent on imported oil that will be priced 
increasingly higher as demand and supply 
reach better balance, I've suggested, some
what reluctantly, an oil import fee. 

Simply put, an oil import fee is the only 
quick stablizing force that will keep our do
mestic industry from becoming completely 
comatose. Equally important, a fee that is 
variable-Le., pegged to a ceiling price
would furnish one element that is vital to 
making positive reinvestment decisions
predictability. 

Other initiatives such as eliminating the 
windfall profit tax, postponing well aban
donment and repealing the fuel use act, are 
good and should go forward. But they are 
second-order effects, like giving free airline 
tickets to the condemned man while the 
noose is being put around his neck. 

The consumption of oil is increasing on a 
worldwide basis. But most of the increase is 
in the United States, where oil products 
continue to be the cheapest in the world. 

A Harris poll conducted for Business 
Week in April said that 60 percent of Ameri
cans outside the oil patch thought cheap oil 
would lead to more expensive oil later be
cause U.S. production would decline. But 
then 61 percent said the U.S. should not in
tervene to keep up oil prices so U.S. produc
tion would not decline. Like the proverbial 
grasshopper, who danced around all 
summer singing: "The world owes me a 
living," we are doing nothing-absolutely 
nothing-to prepare for winter. 

Most of the consuming countries of the 
world have taken advantage of the oil-price 
collapse to raise taxes. Product prices in 
some countries now exceed prices that pre
vailed last year. As a result, their consump
tion is not rising. 

A recent study by Data Resources Inc., a 
highly regarded econometric service, ran a 
forcast for 1990 based on oil at two levels
$10 and $24 per barrel. With $10 oil, the 
United States would be consuming 18.4 mil
lion barrels per day <mbd> and domestically 
producing 7 million barrels. At $24 per 
barrel, consumption would be 16.6 mbd and 
production 8.6. Our imports thus can swing 
from 11.4 to 8 mbd. At $24 our domestic pro
duction would almost hold its own from the 
present level. 

There are only two parts of that study 
that I would quarrel with. If $10 oil re
mained the price through 1990, we would be 
producing domestically substantially less 
than 7 mbd. Second, I doubt that the price 
would stay flat at $10, because with our 
rising demand for imports, a higher price 
would prevail-most going to pay for the 
import. 

No matter what we do now, much of the 
damage to the domestic industry has al
ready taken place. Certainly the service 
component will continue to contract and re
structure. 

But the oil patch is looking for stability 
and predictability as much as anything, and 
a variable import fee pegged to an appropri
ate price seems to be the only game in town. 

<Edward 0. Vetter is president of Edward 
Vetter & Associates Inc., management con
sultants.) 

TO GOVERN IS TO CHOOSE, NOT 
TO HIDE 

<Mr. PANETTA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, Presi
dent Kennedy once said that to govern 
is to choose. What the other body will 
attach to the debt ceiling and send 
over here as Gramm-Rudman II basi
cally states the principle that to 
govern is to hide, hide from a vote on 
sequestration, hide from the responsi
bility to develop an approach that gets 
us below the sequestration target, hide 
from the very backup process that was 
built into Gramm-Rudman itself and 
that should be followed. 

We fought in the House for the prin
ciple that we ought not to surrender 
authority or additional power to the 
Office of Management and Budget. 
What Gramm-Rudman II essentially 
does is surrender on that principle. It 
surrenders to OMB the power to 
design sequestration, it surrenders to 
OMB the power to implement its own 
assumptions and its own spend out 
rates. 

I urge the Congress to stand by the 
principle that we fought for last year, 
and I urge us to stand by the backup 
process, implement a strategy that 
gets us below the target and stand for 
the principle that to govern is to 
choose, not to hide. 

<Mr. CONYERS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. CONYERS. l\4r. Speaker, Sep
tember 19 will mark the lOOth day of 
the sweeping state of emergency in 
South Africa. A number of Members 
have joined with me to create a pro
gram called Adopt a Prisoner of Apart
heid. 

What we are doing with many of our 
community organizations, with many 
of our church groups, is adopting a 
prisoner in the South African jails. It 
is modeled on the Amnesty Interna
tional Prisoner of Conscience Pro
gram. 

It is bipartisan. We have members 
from all over the country, and there 
will be kick-off rallies in cities starting 
in New York on September 19, sweep
ing across the country, North and 
South, ending up in Los Angeles. 

I invite my colleagues that have not 
joined in this Adopt a Prisoner of 
Apartheid to join with us who are 
holdng it. It is an important statement 
that links Americans with their 
friends in South Africa who may be in 
prison, and in South Africa you are in 
prison whether you are in jail or not 
in jail. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORI
ZATION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1987 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to House Resolution 523, and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House 
in the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill, H.R. 
4428. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill <H.R. 4428) to authorize ap
propriations for fiscal year 1987 for 
the Armed Forces for procurement, 
for research, development, test, and 
evaluation, for operation and mainte
nance, and for working capital funds, 
to prescribe personnel strengths for 
such fiscal year for the Armed Forces, 
and for other purposes with Mr. 
Russo <Chairman pro tempo re) in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. 

When the Committee of the Whole 
rose on Thursday, August 14, 1986, 
amendment numbered 113 made in 
order pursuant to paragraph 3 of the 
House Resolution 531 had been com
pleted. 
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It is in order to consider an amend

ment if offered by Representative 
HAWKINS relating to the application of 
the Davis-Bacon Act at this point, 
which shall not be subject to amend
ment except a substitute if offered by 
Representative DICKINSON consisting 
of the text of amendment numbered 
114 printed in House Report 99-766, 
which shall not be subject to amend
ment. 

The amendment and the substitute 
shall each be debatable for 1 hour 
equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and a Member opposed 
thereto. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HAWKINS 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
off er an amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman will state his parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, in 
order to clarify the parliamentary sit
uation, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
get a ruling from the Chair as to the 
procedure. 

The Chair has already announced 
the preference of offering the amend
ments and what would be available as 
a substitute. My question is, Under the 
rule, is it correct to say that Mr. HAW
KINS would off er an amendment which 
would give him 1 hour to be divided, 
half by him and half by some Member 
in opposition, which in this case would 
be myself? 

At the end of that time, then the 
substitute, which I have, would be of
fered and there would be another hour 
of debate, or is there another alloca
tion of time? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. That 
would be the scenario, the Chair will 
state. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Is that the sce
nario, unless it is changed? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. If 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HAWKINS] would yield to the gentle
man at this point, we could have both 
the amendments pending at the same 
time by unanimous consent. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, it 
was my thinking that perhaps it would 
be advantageous, rather than having 
the gentleman go forward for an hour 
and my going forward an hour, if we 
would agree that there would be a 
total of 2 hours, half of which the gen
tleman would control and half of 
which I would control. That would 
give us an hour each. That way, we 
would combine the time, of which I 
would give half of the time to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Let us do it differ
ent from the rule procedure and what 
we have agreed to--

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair needs to make a clarification. 

The Chair will state that under the 
rule, the gentleman's amendment has 
to be debated for 1 hour. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Well, that was my 
question. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. 
Before the substitute can be offered. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I see. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. At 

that point we will deal with the substi
tute and the first vote will come on 
the substitute. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the 
Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HAWKINS: 
Page 313, after line 17, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 2715. EXEMPTION FOR CERTAIN MILITARY 

CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS. 
Section 2852 of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

" (c)(l) With respect to the rate of wages 
to be paid in fiscal year 1987 for laborers 
and mechanics employed on any authorized 
military construction or military family 
housing project <including any alteration or 
repair project>. the Secretary of Defense 
and the Secretaries of the military depart
ments may enter into a contract for not 
more than $25,000 to carry out such a 
project without regard to the requirements 
of the Act entitled 'An Act relating to the 
rate of wages for laborers and mechanics 
employed on public buildings of the United 
States and the District of Columbia by con
tractors and subcontractors, and for other 
purposes', approved March 3, 1931 (40 
U.S.C. 276a-276a-5) <referred to in this sub
section as the 'Davis-Bacon Act'). 

" (2) Any 2 or more contracts for any au
thorized military construction or military 
family housing project <including any alter
ation or repair project) that-

" <A> individually do not exceed $25,000, 
" <B> in the aggregate do exceed $25,000, 

and 
" <C> all relate to the same project or relat

ed projects at the same site. 
shall be treated as a single contract for pur
poses of paragraph < 1). 

" (3HA><D Any interested person may 
bring an action against the Secretary of De
fense or Secretaries of the military depart
ments to enforce the requirements of the 
Davis-Bacon Act with respect to any con
tract to which paragraph < 1) applies. 

" <ii> For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term 'interested person' means any contrac
tor likely to seek or to work under a con
tract to which paragraph < 1 > applies, any as
sociation representing such a contractor, 
any laborer or mechanic likely to be em
ployed or to seek employment under such a 
contract, or any labor organization which 
represents such a laborer or mechanic. 

"CB> An action described in subparagraph 
<A> may be brought in any United States 
district court for the district in which the 
violation of the Davis-Bacon Act is alleged 
to have been committed or in the United 
States District Court for the District of Co
lumbia. Such an action shall be commenced 
not later than 90 days after the day on 
which the last labor was performed under 
the contract with respect to which the 
action is brought. 

"CC> If in an action brought under sub
paragraph <A> the court finds that there 
hasoeen a violation of the Davis-Bacon Act 
with respect to a contract to which para
graph < 1 > applies, the court may order such 
relief as may be appropriate, including (i) 
compliance with the Davis-Bacon Act in the 
payment of wages under such contract, and 
<ii> the payment by the Secretary of De
fense and the Secretaries of the military de
partments, as the case may be, of prevailing 
wage rates in accordance with that Act from 
the date construction began under the con
tract involved in such action until the date 
of the judgment of the court, together with 
interest, at a rate determined by the court, 
on the difference between the wages paid 
under such contract and the wages required 
to be paid under such contract by the Davis
Bacon Act. 

"CD> If an interested person prevails in an 
action brought under subparagraph <A>. the 
court in such action shall assess the defend
ants in the action reasonable attorney fees 
and other litigation costs reasonably in
curred by the interested person. 

"(E) If in an action brought under sub
paragraph <A> the Secretary of Defense cer
tifies that performance of the contract in
volved in such action is essential to the na
tional security, the court shall not grant 
any relief which delays, halts, or in any 
other manner hinders the performance of 
that contract." . 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from California [Mr. HAW
KINS] is recognized for 30 minutes in 
support of his amendment. 

Is the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
DICKINSON] opposed to the amend
ment? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. DICK
INSON] will be recognized for 30 min
utes in opposition to the amendment. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HAWKINS]. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, let 
me simply review the procedure that 
we intend to follow. As has been stated 
by the rule, we will debate the so
called Hawkins amendment for 1 hour, 
the time to be equally divided. At the 
end of that time it is my understand
ing that the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. DICKINSON] intends to offer in 
effect a substitute to that amendment. 

The vote then would occur on the 
substitute before the vote occurs on 
the so-called Hawkins amendment. It 
is necessary, let me emphasize, to 
reject the Dickinson amendment in 
order to get a vote on the Hawkins 
amendment. 

So at that time we will obviously ask 
for the def eat of the Dickinson 
amendment in order that we may vote 
on the Hawkins amendment in its 
original form without having been 
changed or modified by the Dickinson 
amendment. 

To present the main provisions of 
the so-called Hawkins amendment, I 
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MURPHY], the 
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chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Labor Standards. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman of the Education 
and Labor Committee, Mr. HAWKINS, 
for yielding to me. 

I rise in my capacity as chairman of 
the Labor Standards Subcommittee 
because for the second year in a row 
the Armed Services Authorization Act 
has been used to consider nongermane 
amendments to our basic labor laws. 
Under the rule, amendment No. 114 to 
be offered by the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. DICKINSON] would directly 
amend the Davis-Bacon Act to exempt 
from the coverage of the act all mili
tary construction and military housing 
contracts for $250,000 or less; equiva
lent to 86 percent of the military con
tracts in that field. 

As Chairman HAWKINS and I stated 
in a letter to the chairman of the 
Rules Committee we object to Mr. 
DICKINSON'S amendment because it 
substantially alters the impact of stat
utory labor standards protection for 
workers employed in construction 
projects financed with Government 
contracts. Rule 10, subsection (g) of 
the rules of the House specifically 
states that labor standards are exclu
sively within the jurisdiction of the 
Education and Labor Committee. Had 
Chairman HAWKINS and I persisted in 
our protest. we may well have prevent
ed this amendment from being in 
order under the rule. However, in 
order to avoid threatened delay and 
discord during the debate on legisla
tion vital to our national defense, we 
agreed to support a rule which would 
allow consideration of prevailing 
wages on Department of Defense con
struction projects. 

I want all of my colleagues to know 
that my opposition to amendment No. 
114 by Mr. DICKINSON is because it di
rectly invades the explicit jurisdiction 
of the Committee on Education and 
Labor and not because I am opposed 
to reasonable reform of the Davis
Bacon Act. I have spoken to many of 
my fell ow Members over the last sev
eral weeks and assured them that sen
sible reform of the Davis-Bacon Act is 
a high priority on the agenda of the 
Labor Standards Subcommittee. The 
integrity of the rules of the House 
with respect to committee jurisdiction 
and the orderly procedures of the 
House regarding consideration of legis
lation require that the committee with 
appropriate jurisdiction be allowed to 
complete its review of our basic labor 
protection statutes. The committee 
can then discharge its responsibilities 
by reporting a reasonable proposal to 
bring the Davis-Bacon Act up to date. 

Mr. BARTLET!'. Mr. Chairman, 
would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURPHY. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. BARTLET!'. Mr. Chairman, I 
serve on the subcommittee with the 

gentleman, and I respect the chairman 
a great deal. He and I served together 
on the conference committee last year, 
in which as I recall the chairman of 
the subcommittee pledged to have 
hearings this year on this very subject, 
so we could consider a reform of some 
of the provisions of prevailing wage. 

We have not had those hearings, and 
I think that is one of the reasons that 
this modest reform comes to the floor 
in this form today. 

Mr. MURPHY. Reclaiming my time, 
I am coming to that very point. 

In order to accomplish our goal, Mr. 
HAWKINS and I prepared this amend
ment to the Dickinson amendment 
now under consideration. 
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Our amendment, like Mr. DICKIN

SON'S, raises the Davis-Bacon thresh
old for military construction and mili
tary housing contracts. Our amend
ment mandates a 12-fold increase from 
the present $2,000 exemption to 
$25,000 for fiscal year 1987. This will 
provide the Education and Labor Cem
mittee with sufficient time to fulfill its 
commitment to report its own compre
hensive Davis-Bacon Reform Act, 
which we are working on now. We al
ready have held a hearing on the Serv
ice Contract Act, which is similarly re
lated to Davis-Bacon. 

On September 10 of this year, a bare 
3 or 4 weeks hence, we are holding a 
hearing and the final hearing on the 
Davis-Bacon Act. We already know 
that the Department of Labor, the 
building trades union, and the mem
bers of our full committee are in nego
tiations to work out a compromise on 
Davis-Bacon. That compromise is 
being taken into consideration in the 
bill that we hope to report from the 
Subcommittee on Labor Standards to 
the full Committee on Education and 
Labor for early next year. 

Also, like the Dickinson amendment, 
our amendment here, the Education 
and Labor Committee amendment, 
today provides for the severing of con
tracts to avoid the new $25,000 thresh
old. We have provided a simple objec
tive standard to determine violations. 

In order to insure that the provi
sions against dividing contracts to 
avoid compliance with the act is not a 
hollow promise, we have established a 
private right to seek court enforce
ment of the contract splitting lan
guage. However, our language would 
waive any remedies which would halt 
or delay military construction essen
tial to the national security. 

We do not attempt by this amend
ment to in any way interfere with our 
national security and offer the right 
to the Defense Department to exempt 
any of those contracts. 

I believe that the Hawkins/Murphy 
Davis-Bacon amendment is a reasona
ble and equitable proposal. It will cer
tainly assuage the concerns of many of 

my colleagues who have urged me to 
pursue the committee goal of responsi
ble revision of our construction pre
vailing wage laws. 

Mr. HAWKINS and I used the scope 
and spirit of the Dickinson amend
ment as a guide in drafting our amend
ment. We also carefully followed the 
ongoing discussions between the Sec
retary of Labor and the buildings 
trades department of the AFL-CIO 
which has produced considerable 
agreement on the terms and condi
tions essential to a fair Davis-Bacon 
reform bill. 

I might insert here that we have the 
full support of the building trades de
partment on our amendment and their 
total opposition to the Dickinson 
amendment. They have come a long 
way in compromising this issue before 
us today. 

Our amendment closely tracks both 
developments and is therefore truly a 
consensus vehicle which significantly 
addresses the important concerns of 
all parties, Government, business, and 
labor. 

There is a middle ground between 
those whose primary objective is to 
abolish prevailing wage protection for 
construction workers and those who 
oppose any change. The amendment is 
that middle ground which can be 
equally def ended in both the board
room and the union hall. I strongly 
urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to support the Hawkins/ 
Murphy amendment and to reject the 
Dickinson substitute which will be of
fered pursuant to the rule. 

As you all know, this whole issue of 
a Davis-Bacon vote on the armed serv
ices bill arose at the last possible 
moment before the bill came to the 
floor. Consequently we were unable to 
complete the drafting of the Educa
tion and Labor Committee amendment 
in time to publish it in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD. For that reason and in 
order to expedite consideration of the 
Hawkins/Murphy amendment. I 
would like to quickly run through a 
section-by-section analysis of the 
measure. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent at this time 
that I be permitted to yield 15 of my 
30 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from Vermont CMr. JEFFORDS] 
who is the ranking member on the 
Education and Labor Subcommittee 
dealing with this subject. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
Russo). Is the gentleman asking that 
the gentleman from Vermont also be 
allowed to yield the time? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that he own 
and be able to yield the time during 
his 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. 
Without objection, the gentleman 
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from Vermont CMr. JEFFORDS] is recog
nized for 15 minutes. 
Th~re was no objection. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself 5 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Alabama. I do so somewhat 
reluctantly, I would much rather be 
supporting my friend and my chair
man Gus HAWKINS in a bipartisan 
comprehensive reform of the Davis
Bacon Act, and hope that some day 
soon we will have that opportunity. 

But for today, I think we have to 
recognize that change is long overdue. 
The threshold for coverage must be in
creased substantially above the cur
rent $2,000 level. As my colleagues 
know. this standard was set more than 
50 years ago and has remained un
changed since. 

It was set in the midst of the Great 
Depression. Itinerant work crews were 
undercutting local contractors and 
workers. thus undermining local wages 
and working conditions. Support for 
the original act in 1931 was over
whelming. It was drafted by the 
Hoover administration and was intro
duced by two Republicans, Congress
man Robert Bacon and Senator James 
Davis. It passed the House and Senate 
without change, by a wide margin in 
the House and unanimously in the Sen
ate. 

"This bill," as Congressman Bacon 
said during the debate, "is simply to 
give local labor and the local contractor 
a fair opportunity to participate." I 
wholeheartedly agree. I support the 
Davis-Bacon Act. Throughout my ca
reer, both in the Vermont Legislature 
and in Congress, I have consistently 
voted in support of the act, and will 
continue to do so. I believe that the 
driving principle behind Davis-Bacon, 
that the Federal Government not un
dercut wages and working conditions, 
remains as valid today as it was over 50 
years ago. 

But while the principle is still sound, 
the practice is not. A $2,000 threshold 
is clearly outmoded. The Department 
of Labor is swamped with wage deter
minations for the thousands of 
projects and areas across the country. 
There is no way that it can do a good 
job given the resources it has on hand. 

As a result, the determinations are 
badly flawed, in some cases to the 
point of uselessness. Organized labor 
points to cases where the determina
tion of the prevailing rate was $2.62 
for a laborer and $2. 70 for a truck 
driver. Contractors point to examples 
where the rates are grossly inflated 
above the local rate. High or low, the 
point is that the act is not working. 

In my own State, contractors are re
luctant to bid on Davis-Bacon jobs 
across the river in New Hampshire. It 
does not take a human resources 

expert to know that it is bad for 
morale to have one crew working in 
Vermont for $8 an hour and another a 
few miles away working for $13 an 
hour. Just last year, a bridge project 
from Vermont to New York was to pay 
laborers in Vermont $5 an hour, while 
those at the other end of the bridge in 
New York were to get $15 an hour. 

We have come full circle. In many 
cases I think the impact of Davis
Bacon is just the opposite of what 
Robert Bacon had in mind. Local labor 
and the local contractor are not get
ting a fair opportunity to participate, 
and jobs are lost to the community. 

We need to reform Davis-Bacon, no 
question about it. The question is not 
when, but how. 

On one point there is agreement. 
Both of the amendments before us 
have language designed to prevent the 
splitting of contracts so as to avoid 
coverage under Davis-Bacon. Even 
now, but especially if the threshold is 
increased, this protection is an impor
tant one. 

That is where the similarities end. 
Mr. HAWKINS' amendment would raise 
the threshold to $25,000, that of Mr. 
DICKINSON would raise it to $250,000. 
Is there any magic to either number? I 
think the answer is "no." 

The Hawkins' amendment repre
sents an inflation indexation since the 
threshold was lowered from $5,000 to 
$2,000 in 1935. According to the Con
gressional Budget Office, the budget
ary impact of the Hawkins' amend
ment is nonexistent. It results in no 
savings. Just as important, it does next 
to nothing in relieving the enforce
ment burden on the Department of 
Labor and the paperwork burden on 
small employers. The amendment 
would exclude 1 or 2 percent of the 
dollar volume from coverage and only 
20 percent or so of the contracts. 

It is primarily for these three rea
sons that I support the higher thresh
old of the Dickinson amendment. It 
will save the taxpayers money, it will 
encourage small and local business 
participation, and it will allow DOL to 
focus its enforcement. 

Finally, as my colleagues know, this 
is not the end of Davis-Bacon reform. 
We will vote on it again and again 
until we have reached a comprehen
sive reform of this act. Crafting this 
reform is the responsibility of the 
Education and Labor Committee, and 
one we should not shirk or defer. I 
hope, whatever the results of today's 
votes, that the various parties will sit 
down and negotiate in earnest on a 
comprehensive reform of the Davis
Bacon Act. I believe that we need 
reform, and that one set of rules 
should apply governmentwide. 

Comprehensive reform is not, unf or
tunately, what we are voting on today. 
For today, we have a narrower issue. I 
believe that the Dickinson amendment 
is a measured step that will ease 

DOL's administrative burden while re
taining the protections of the Davis
Bacon Act for the vast majority of all 
military construction work. I urge my 
colleagues to join me in supporting it. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CLAY]. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the substitute being of
fered by the gentleman from Alabama 
and in support of the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Calif or
nia. The gentleman from Alabama 
proposes that we eliminate Davis
Bacon Act coverage for all construc
tion projects of $250,000 or less funded 
under the DOD Authorization Act. 
Contrary to what some have said, this 
is not mere legislative reform. It is 
tantamount to repeal of the Davis
Bacon Act. The money we would alleg
edly save by adoption of the substitute 
will come directly from the pockets of 
American workers, diminishing their 
standard of living. While the substi
tute will succeed in reducing wages 
and living standards of construction 
workers, it will not produce any sav
ings at all for taxpayers. 

For those who believe this is mere 
legislative reform, allow me to ac
quaint you with certain facts. First, 
the Department of Defense accounts 
for 85 percent of all direct construc
tion work by the entire Federal Gov
ernment. Second, more than 85 per
cent of all construction projects cov
ered by the Davis-Bacon Act are 
valued at less than $250,000. Reducing 
the scope of the act by 85 percent is 
not mere legislative reform. We will 
have effectively eliminated the protec
tion this law affords workers. 

The Davis-Bacon Act requires no 
more than paying construction work
ers on Government contracts wages 
equivalent to those paid other workers 
doing similar work in the same locali
ty. By law, the Government is re
quired to award contracts to the 
lowest bidder. Any other system in
vites favoritism and corruption to the 
discredit of the Government. Given 
this system, however, some form of 
wage protection is needed. In an indus
try as labor intensive as the construc
tion industry, the low bidder is virtual
ly automatically the bidder paying the 
lowest wages. Eliminating Davis-Bacon 
protections will not only drive skilled 
workers who can command decent 
wages out of the market, but will force 
their employers from the market as 
well. Reputable contractors, commit
ted to paying decent wages, will no 
longer bid on Government work for 
fear of losing competent workers. 
Even those who continue to bid will 
lose work to fly-by-night contractors 
employing semiskilled and unskilled 
workers at rock bottom wages. Inferior 
workers and contractors, more noted 
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for avarice than reliability, will not 
save money for the Government. 

The cost of inferior construction 
does not begin to measure the total 
cost of this misguided policy. At a time 
when capital accumulation has 
reached unprecedented levels, when 
more wealth is controlled by fewer 
people than ever before, we are being 
asked to adopt a policy whose explicit 
purpose is to depress the wages of 
American workers. The average non
union construction worker subject to 
the Davis-Bacon Act earns $14,000 a 
year. The average union worker earns 
$17 ,000 a year under the Davis-Bacon 
Act. Further, given the amount of con
struction performed by the Defense 
Department, $10 billion in fiscal year 
1985, the effect of adopting this sub
stitute will be to depress wages 
throughout the entire industry. It is 
not just morally reprehensible, but 
logically ludicrous, to believe that re
ducing these meager incomes of con
struction workers even further will 
somehow reduce the budget deficit. 

Adopting this substitute will un
doubtedly have the effect of increas
ing the profits of a few employers, but 
it does so at the expense of both work
ers and taxpayers. This substitute de
serves to be defeated and I urge my 
colleagues to join me in doing so. 
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Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself 6 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, let me try to put a 

little bit of this into perspective. What 
is the Davis-Bacon Act and what does 
it do? 

Well, in 1934, the Congress in its 
wisdom decided there were so many 
people being driven from their farms 
and the rural areas, and going to seek 
jobs in the city, where they were being 
exploited. So, in 1934, an act was put 
on the books that has not been 
changed since, saying that if the Gov
ernment is building a project, it has to 
pay, in effect, the highest prevailing 
wage. This legislation was to protect 
the workers. 

The original intent has long since 
disappeared. Over the years, the Gov
ernment has grown so that it is now 
estimated that 25 percent of all con
struction is by the Federal Govern
ment. Because of the way it is written, 
if the Federal Government is building 
or contributing funds, then counties, 
States, and local governments are 
bound by this and have to pay the 
highest rate, not competing for the 
local prevailing wage. 

The threshold now is $2,000. Well, 
you cannot build a sidewalk or a front 
stoop for $2,000. Rather than doing 
away with Davis-Bacon, I think that a 
realistic threshold is needed. 

My amendment has to do with mili
tary construction. That is my commit
tee. I serve on the subcommittee. I sit 
in on the budget deliberations and the 

authorization for expenditure, and I 
know a little bit about how much 
money we are wasting because of 
Davis-Bacon. 

My amendment, when offered, will 
say that we are going to raise the 
threshold to $250,000. With the price 
of houses these days, that is really not 
such a threshold. It simply says that 
the small businessman and the small 
contractor can come in and compete 
for some Government jobs where he is 
frozen out today. 

Big contractors come in and they do 
not mind paying the high wages, be
cause they get the big multi-million
dollar contracts. Well, they will still be 
able to do that. 

According to the General Account
ing Office in the testimony that has 
been elicited in the hearings here on 
the Hill, my amendment will open it 
up for small businesses to come in and 
be more competitive-they are limited 
to a $250,000 contract-but it gives 
them an opportunity to come in and 
compete against the big boys. It gives 
them an opportunity to hire local 
people rather than people from some
place in another community or an
other State, because it is the major 
contractors who come in and soak up 
most of the Federal dollars. 

This is an amendment to ameliorate 
a bad situat ion, t o give local small 
business an opportunity to participate 
in Federal building. It is in the inter
est of the small business, not big busi
ness, that we pass my amendment. 

Citizens Against Waste in Govern
ment, t he National Federation of In
dependent Business, and the Associat
ed Building and Contractors are all in 
favor of modifying Davis-Bacon by 
raising the ceiling. 

The Senate Armed Services Commit
tee has already done so, and I have 
adopted the same ceiling that they 
have adopted. 

It is a commonsense approach. It is 
needed. The original act has not been 
changed since 1934, and in the mean
time, the Consumer Price Index has 
gone up 500 percent. So I think this is 
fair, it is moderate, and it is needed. 

I would urge the members of this 
committee to support it. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
CMr. MURPHY] alluded to the fact that 
this should come through the commit
tee process, and I will agree that in 
principle this is so. But the fact is we 
have tried for years to get some relief 
out of the committee that has initial 
jurisdiction. It has become the burying 
ground for any attempt at remedial 
legislation. Nothing comes out of that 
committee. 

Last year it was agreed on the mili
tary construction part that, if we did 
not force the issue, we would have 
hearings this last year in their com
mittee to try to come to grips with this 
problem. What happened? Zilch, noth
ing, no hearings and no legislation. 

You cannot get it out of the commit
tee. 

So if you are going to do anything, 
this is the way you are going to. have 
to do it. I have done it in this bill be
cause this deals with defense dollars 
and it deals with my committee. The 
amendment does not do anything with 
any other part of Government. But I 
am telling you that all of the Members 
who say that they are for economy in 
government and want less defense 
spending or more return on the de
fense dollar-it is estimated that in 5 
years, this simple amendment in rais
ing the threshold will save over $100 
million. 

So all of these people who get down 
here in the well and scream about a 
$300 hammer or a $600 coffee pot, if 
you are serious about saving money, 
this is your chance. We are talking 
about millions of dollars of savings. So 
do not come down here rattling a 
coffee pot or showing a claw hammer. 
If you want to save, not $300, not $600, 
but $600 million, this is what we need. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. FROST]. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support for the Hawkins 
amendment. The House has a golden 
opportunity to set the stage for realis
tic reform of the Davis-Bacon Act. I 
know I speak for many Members when 
I say that it is time to stop these piece
meal attempts to make changes in 
Davis-Bacon. Instead, we should allow 
the chairman of the Education and 
Labor Committee and the chairman of 
the Labor Standards Subcommittee to 
fulfill their commitment to develop 
comprehensive reform legislation that 
we can vote on next year. 

The Hawkins amendment is a sound 
amendment. It would lift the Davis
Bacon threshold from $2,000 to 
$25,000. This amount matches the 
small business exemption threshold 
and will further simplify procedures 
and reduce paperwork burdens on 
small construction contractors. Under 
the amendment, it is estimated that 
about 20 percent of military construc
tion contracts will be exempt from 
Davis-Bacon coverage, most of which 
represent contracts with small busi
ness enterprises. 

Mr. Chairman, over the years, at
tempts have been made to amend the 
prevailing wage law by amending ref
erence statutes instead of the basic 
law, the Davis-Bacon Act. By voting 
"yes" on the Hawkins amendment and 
opposing the Dickinson substitute, we 
will approve the first step in the proc
ess by which the committee having 
original jurisdiction over the Davis
Bacon Act will begin considering legis
lation to reform the act itself. 

I strongly urge a "yes" vote on the 
Hawkins amendment. 
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Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, 
the reason that we are here this morn
ing debating this issue, regarding the 
point made by the chairman of the 
Education and Labor Subcommittee, 
that it should not be debated here on 
the military construction bill because 
it should be in the Education and 
Labor Committee, the reason we are 
here is that they refused• to consider 
it. 

Two years ago, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER] and I ex
changed in a colloquy on this floor 
and, in return for dropping an attempt 
to revise, to reform, and to move 
Davis-Bacon into the 20th century, I 
was promised here that we would do it 
within the committee. 

One year ago, Mr. MURPHY, the 
chairman of this committee, in ex
change with a colloquy, said, "We will 
hold hearings on this issue." Here we 
are 1 year later being told once again 
we are going to hold hearings and we 
are going to solve this problem. 

I would submit to Members of this 
body nothing is going to happen 
unless we vote for the Dickinson 
amendment. 

The amendment offered by the Edu
cation and Labor Committee this 
morning is tokenism at its best, be
cause it does not even meet inflation. 
If you assume that construction in 
military is equivalent today with what 
it was in 1931, their amendment does 
not even meet inflation. 
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How anybody can assume that 

modern-day America is equivalent in 
construction today as it was in 1931 
defies my mind. The amount of 
$25,000 is ridiculous if you are talking 
about its being a significant step in 
the direction of reform, especially now 
since it appears that we have some 
agreement that we may need to move 
in that direction. 

Last night we had some of the most 
emotional debate on this floor con
cerning minority set-asides, and I 
voted for that because on principle I 
agree with it. I submit to the Members 
that if they want to really do nothing 
for minority businesses, which basical
ly are small businesses, they want to 
vote for the $25,000 thershold, because 
that is business as usual. That is 
saying to minority contractors all over 
this country, "We say one thing, but 
when it gets down to the tough votes 
where you have political decisions to 
be made, we are not going to do it." 

I would challenge anyone on this 
committee to debate me on this. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
DELLUMS], the chairman, has made el
oquent statements in saying that we 
have time limits and time restraints 
and we do not ever have an opportuni-

ty to debate these issues. This is one 
opportunity we have to debate the 
issue. 

This is not a management and labor 
issue, as we tend to want to make this 
argument. That is the furthest thing 
from the issue. I ask the Members to 
talk to any small business and see how 
they feel about Davis-Bacon require
ments. I ask them to talk to any small 
business and find out how difficult it 
is for them to even consider bidding on 
a contract. Talk to them. Do not just 
listen to labor and management as 
they view this. Talk to your local com
munities and talk to your county gov
ernments. Talk to small businesses 
and to those who so eloquently last 
night pleaded for a set-aside so that 
minority small businesses may have an 
opportunity to gain that first leg on 
the ladder of economic success. Talk 
to them. Let us get away from the 
debate of making this a labor and 
management issue. 

If you want economic opportunity, 
you have got to take some of the Gov
ernment's stumbling blocks away from 
small businesses. And if there are any 
economic stumbling blocks that are 
out here today keeping small busi
ness-and I submit that is minority 
small business-from having an oppor
tunity, Davis-Bacon is one of them. 

And what is the response today from 
the Education and Labor Committee? 
They say, "Well, we are going to study 
it." I have heard that for the last 2 
years: "We are going to study it." 

At the same time we are going to 
come down here and we are going to 
say, "Let us cut the defense budget. 
Let us cut some of the fat." We are 
going to come down here and say that 
the Dickinson amendment will save 
$100 million, but we avoid doing it, and 
I say to the Education and Labor Com
mittee that these amendments are not 
going to do a cotton-picking thing. Let 
us consider the taxpayers and labor 
and management, and then let us vote 
the way we are going to vote, but do 
not kid anybody, this is a small busi
ness issue and that is the way we 
ought to frame the debate. Vote to 
ease the Government burden on small 
business, vote for the Dickinson amend
ment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to point out that 
this is not the first time in the last 
three Congresses that we have dealt 
with the question of Davis-Bacon with 
some kind of reform. It has come to us 
attached to any number of bills. 

I have not supported those reforms 
because I have felt that if we are going 
to deal with the question of Davis
Bacon, I think everybody in Congress 
realizes that changes have to be made; 
it ought to be done across the board. I 
have been hopeful that we would be 

able to reach some kind of a compro
mise and do what is right by the Gov
ernment and by labor and manage
ment and by the taxpayers. That has 
not happened, so I rise in support of 
the Dickinson amendment. 

CBO says that this is going to save 
something on the order of $111 billion 
over the next 5 years. Given their 
margin of error, I would suggest that 
means somewhere between $50 and 
$150 billion. 

With reference to the question of 
why I would want to do such a thing 
relative to military construction, I 
think we have to review a little bit of 
history, and I would point to some
thing that the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM] brought up. Last year 
he was in front of our committee, and 
he has been working very hard for 
many years to get some reform of the 
entire Davis-Bacon law. He came in 
front of our subcommittee, and let me 
make the statement that I do not 
think anybody can receive fairer treat
ment than they would in front of the 
committee of the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS], and the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
KRAMER] as ranking member. You may 
get the fairest treatment there per
haps than before any subcommittee in 
this Congress, and I am very proud to 
serve on that subcommittee. 

They tried to work something out so 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN
HOLM] could have hearings with the 
Committee on Education and Labor 
and he could at least be heard and we 
could perhaps have a piece of legisla
tion dealing with Davis-Bacon across 
the board. But Mr. STENHOLM was 
denied, and that is not fair. That is 
not responsible. That is not the way 
this place should be operated. The 
gentleman was promised that he was 
going to have a hearing, and he has 
not received it. 

Putting the threshold up from 
$2,000 to $250,000 is still going to leave 
better than 87 percent of the military 
subject to Davis-Bacon, and I do not 
think that is unfair, as far as the 
people who embrace Davis-Bacon are 
concerned. 

But having said all that, there is one 
very practical aspect of this that 
should be pointed out. I spoke with 
Secretary Brock at length, and I think 
everyone knows that the administra
tion is not in favor of the repeal of 
Davis-Bacon. I think we all know that, 
whether we agree or not. But as the 
Secretary points out, they spend so 
much of their time dealing with the 
details of tiny contracts that they 
cannot enforce the prov1s1ons of 
Davis-Bacon the way they ought to, 
and they feel that if the threshold is 
set at $250,000, they can make sure 
that people are going to abide by that 
threshold. 
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I remember, my dad said to me many 

years ago that "you can watch a thief, 
but it is the chiselers who really 
bother you because you take all your 
time watching people chisel you." 

The Federal Government has in in
stances been chiseling to try to get 
away from the threshold of Davis
Bacon. If we can give the Department 
of Labor the manpower and the re
sources and take away all the paper
work on these tiny contracts, they can 
enforce it and small business people 
and minority businesses can also par
ticipate in the program and build the 
projects we need so desperately. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest, 
as far as the Committee on Education 
and Labor is concerned, that the 
longer this is stonewalled, when the 
changes come, they are going to be 
more drastic and I would suggest to 
them that it is in their best interest to 
support the Dickinson amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle
man for yielding me the time. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 V2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. <Mr. 
Russo>. The gentleman from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] has 4 minutes remain
ing, the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
DICKINSON] has 5 minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HAWKINS] has lO V2 minutes re
maining. 

The Chair informs Members that 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
DICKINSON] has the right to close 
debate. 

Mr . HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

Mr . Chairman, this is merely to clar
ify some of the statements that have 
been made, particularly concerning 
the lack of hearings. I think that the 
previous speaker, the gentleman from 
Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS], did indicate 
that there have been a series of hear
ings. 

What some individuals seem to want 
to say is that because their particular 
proposal has not been adopted by the 
committee, that this in effect shows a 
defect in the committee process itself. 

I would simply like to remind Mem
bers that here is an amendment, the 
Dickinson amendment, that has been 
brought to this body today without a 
single hearing open to the public; no 
witnesses; no opportunity to examine 
these so-called studies that are sup
posed to save millions of dollars. A 
committee that has not really had the 
responsibility of dealing with this 
issue for almost a decade wishes in 
that way to bring this matter before 
this body today and tell Members that 
this is a rational, well-thought-out 
amendment. 

I think that it has also been clearly 
demonstrated why the figure of 
$25,000 has been used. The Dickinson 
amendment proposes $250,000. One of 

the proposals before the Committee 
on Education and Labor today would 
make it $1 million. These are arbitrary 
amounts, with no justification for the 
amounts whatsoever. 

If the current threshold is adjusted 
for inflation, it would be much lower 
than $25,000. So we are being very 
conservative. If adjusted to the Con
sumer Price Index, it would also be 
much lower. So again we are very con
servative. 

I think that the gentlemen in oppo
sition to this, as they have expressed 
it, do not recognize that we are not 
talking about a union wage. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HAWKINS] has expired. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish it were 30 min
utes, because it does require some time 
to answer the misstatements of indi
viduals who do not serve on the com
mittee of jurisdiction and who have 
not really been concerned about this 
problem as the members of the Com
mittee on Education and Labor have. 

The amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. DICKIN
SON] invades the concept of prevailing 
wages. The wages required under 
Davis-Bacon are not necessarily a 
union wage. We are not talking about 
adjusting fo the union wage. We say 
that, if the Federal Government is 
going to invade any community in this 
country, it certainly should conform 
itself to local prevailing wages, but 
that is not necessarily a union wage. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BARTLETT]. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to put this issue and this amend
ment back into context. I rise in sup
port, along with liberals and conserv
atives and workers and managers and 
Republicans and Democrats and 
people from all over this country, of 
the Dickinson reform amendment; a 
higher threshold. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that there is 
a good deal of misunderstanding about 
this amendment and what it would do 
and what it would not do. If Members 
would listen for just a minute, I think 
that it is fair to review what the 
amendment does. 

What the Dickinson amendment is 
not is a repeal of Davis-Bacon. It does 
not cripple or gut Davis-Bacon. It is 
merely a commonsense amendment 
that will allow the concept of locally 
prevailing wages to work, which it 
does not now, given the current pre
vailing-wages statute. 

That fact is that the $250,000 
threshold is a compromise. It is a con
sensus. Throughout the negotiations 
that have been held behind the scenes 
over the last year, the threshold of 
$250,000 has been universally under
stood to be the threshold that ought 

to be $250,000 is a middle ground. The 
middle ground is what the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] is pro
posing. He is also proposing a prohibi
tion against split contracts, and that, 
combined with a higher threshold, 
makes some considerable sense. 

The reality of Davis-Bacon and the 
prevailing wage law today is that it 
does not work. It drives local contrac
tors and local workers and local jobs 
out of the business. 

The original purpose of Davis
Bacon, as articulated by Robert Bacon 
of New York, a Republican, was to 
give local labor and local contractors a 
fair opportunity to participate in the 
Federal building program. Well, Davis
Bacon today, with a $25,000 threshold, 
or the current threshold of $2,000, 
does not do that, because it drives up 
paperwork costs and drives local con
tractors out of the building process. 

An estimate that I received this 
morning says that, in 1984, contractors 
in this country under Davis-Bacon re
quirements have to submit 11 million 
forms a year. That is 250,000 pieces of 
paper every Friday-every Friday
year in and year out. Local contrac
tors, medium-sized contractors, small, 
struggling business men and women, 
who are trying to give jobs to local 
workers, cannot compete on that basis, 
and it drives the work, as the gentle
man from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] 
said, to the large interstate firms. 

D 1135 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. BARTLETT. I yield to the gen

tleman from Michigan. 
Mr. CONYERS. I was fascinated by 

the gentleman's statement about 11 
million pieces of paperwork. Does that 
have a reference source that I can 
check? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes, sir. It is the 
Department of Labor, the report to 
OMB, and I will be happy to make it a 
part of the RECORD if the gentleman 
would like. It is Document No. WH-
347. 

Mr. CONYERS. If the gentleman 
would just give me a copy of it on the 
floor, I would appreciate it. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I will be happy to. 
The fact of the matter is this thresh

old for the Department of Defense 
leaves 88 percent of the dollar volume 
covered by Davis-Bacon, but it would 
exempt 73 percent of the actual con
tracts themselves, thus allowing local 
contractors to bid on local small- and 
medium-sized jobs. 

This amendment makes a great deal 
of sense for everybody. First, it would 
allow Davis-Bacon to work in a way 
that today is unenforceable. There is 
too much paperwork. There is too 
much time involved and there are too 
many requirements for small contrac
tors, local contractors, to bid on. 
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Second, it would allow local contrac

tors employing local workers to bid on 
these Federal jobs. They are tax
payers, too. Those local workers ought 
to have the right to compete for Fed
eral construction jobs. 

Third, it would change and eliminate 
the unnecessary costs of filling out 
those 11 million pieces of paper a year. 

There is one reason to vote for the 
Dickinson reform amendment and one 
reason only. We have heard a lot of 
things about committee jurisdiction, 
and we have heard a lot about no 
hearings, and as a member of the Edu
cation and Labor Committee, I can tell 
you there have been no hearings 
during this session of Congress. But 
there is one reason for the Members of 
Congress, Republicans and Democrats, 
and conservatives and liberals, to vote 
for the Dickinson reform amendment, 
and that reason is local jobs for local 
workers, to allow those small-and 
medium-sized contractors employing 
local workers to compete for those 
smaller Federal contracts. 

The intent is to give local workers 
jobs, and an opportunity to bid on 
Federal jobs. The $25,000 threshold 
would continue to shut those local 
workers out of jobs. It would shut out 
the local workers, it would shut out 
those jobs from your constituents and 
from workers from all over this coun
try. 

The purpose of the Dickinson 
amendment is to restore those jobs for 
Federal const ruction jobs to local 
workers. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. FORD]. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, what we have seen today is a 
great illustration of why you should 
not proceed out of order, as is being 
done here, with something like labor 
legislation attached, at the last 
minute, to Department of Defense leg
islation. 

It is true we have seen over the 
years attempts to attach various kinds 
of Davis-Bacon amendments to all 
kinds of legislation, but it always 
comes to the same thing. You have a 
combination of other Members who 
have not spent any time studying the 
matter and do not know much about 
what we are talking about, cluttering 
the RECORD with a lot of mistaken in
formation; and some new Members, 
like the gentleman who just spoke, 
who have not been around here long 
enough to know that we have been up 
and down this road over the last 20 
years, time and time again, and there 
have been hundreds and hundreds of 
hours of hearings and debate on this 
floor about these issues. 

What is really at stake here is not 
the threshold. When did you ever 
have a constituent come and talk to 
you about the threshold? What the 
constituent complains about is the 

way the Department of Labor estab
lishes the area for prevailing wages. 
That is what the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] has always 
complained to me about, incidentally, 
on each occasion on which he has 
talked to me about Davis-Bacon. His 
complaint has never been to the 
threshold, his complaint has been to 
the Labor Department's determination 
of the prevailing wage. 

I have told him in the past, and I 
repeat it here on the floor, your prob
lem is not with the legislation, your 
problem is with the Labor Depart
ment. You are now looking at a Labor 
Department controlled by a conserva
tive President who presumably would 
be sympathetic to a conservative ap
proach. 

But let us get one thing straight. It 
comes as a shock to some people who 
have not paid attention, Mr. Davis and 
Mr. Bacon were Republicans. And the 
President who signed this into law, 
unlike what the gentleman from Ala
bama would have you believe, was not 
the New Deal President, President 
Roosevelt, it was his predecessor, 
President Hoover, and it was signed 
into law in 1931. 

It was not some idea that just feel 
off a tree. Kansas adopted a Davis
Bacon type law for expenditure of 
their tax money in 1891. New York fol
lowed in 1897, Idaho in 1911, Arizona 
in 1912, New Jersey in 1913, and Mas
sachusetts in 1914. 

Then in 1927, a Republican Con
gressman from New York said, 
"Enough." Taxpayers' money is being 
used to kill local businesses in New 
York by letting people come in with 
cheap labor from other parts of the 
country, undercut our local contrac
tors, beat them out of the contracts, 
and something has got to be done. 

In 1927 Davis and Bacon started this 
legislation, and there were a lot of 
hearings. I invite you to look at the 
records. The things that were said 
then were relevant. 

This, incidentally, was some time 
before the Depression, so let us dis
abuse ourselves of the notion that this 
was some kind of a knee-jerk reaction 
to the Depression. This, in fact, pre
ceded the boom of 1928. 

In 1931 the President signed it into 
law, and the law has worked as it was 
intended to ever since. The law works 
so well, in fact, and has been so widely 
accepted by the American people that 
all but a handful of States have passed 
their own "Little Davis-Bacon Acts" 
and continue to enforce them today. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
Russo>. The Chair would like to cor
rect a statement he made earlier. Be
cause there is no committee position 
on this amendment, under the rules of 
the House, the proponent of the 
amendment has the right to close 
debate. 

So, on this amendment, the gentle
man from California [Mr. HAWKINS], 
will have the right to close debate. 

When we get to the Dickinson sub
stitute, again, there is no committee 
position, and the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. DICKINSON], would have 
the right to close debate. 

So, in fairness to both sides, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HAW
KINS] will have the right to close on 
this amendment, and the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] will 
have the right to close on his amend
ment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
just to clarify, when all time is con
sumed, the first vote will be on the 
Dickinson amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman is correct. 

Mr. DICKINSON. And if that fails, 
then we vote on the Hawkins amend
ment? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman is correct, except that even 
if the substitute is adopted the amend
ment, as amended, is still voted on. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to take 3 minutes to get a 
little debate going, because we seem to 
be accusing each other of speaking un
truths when we talk about this issue 
of Davis-Bacon reform. 

I would like to ask the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HAWKINS], 
author of this amendment, a question. 
I am confused when you say that we 
have had hearings for the last 4 or 5 
years, but yet you oppose the Dickin
son amendment because it comes to 
the floor without hearings. Now we 
cannot have it both ·ways. Would the 
gentleman respond to me: Have we 
had hearings on the Dickinson amend
ment or have we not, have we, in the 
last 2 years? 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, we 
have been considering this issue for at 
least 5 years, and we have had hear
ings in the past on various amend
ments, not specifically the Dickinson 
amendment, but certainly it has 
ranged all the way from no change to 
a $1 million threshold. 

Mr. STENHOLM. I am still con
fused. Has your committee held hear
ings on the subject of the threshold in 
the last 5 years? 

Mr. HAWKINS. Yes. 
Mr. STENHOLM. Then it is not fair 

to say that this amendment comes 
before the committee without hear
ings. 

Mr. HAWKINS. I said that it came 
to this body without a hearing. It 
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originated not in the committee of ju
risdiction. 

Mr. STENHOLM. I reclaim my time. 
The point is you cannot have it both 
ways. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Will the gentleman 
let me answer the question? I said that 
this amendment comes by way of a dif
ferent committee, not the committee 
of jurisdiction. There! ore, it has had 
no hearings as such. 

We have been hearing all kinds of 
things pertaining to defense, but you 
are not in the committee of jurisdic
tion. This committee really is out of 
order because it violates rule X. 

Mr. STENHOLM. If I might reclaim 
my time, I have a limited time and the 
gentleman has answered my question. 

My point is simply this: I appeared 
before the Military Construction Com
mittee 2 years ago and asked for an 
amendment to be put in order. The 
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL
LUMS], chairman of that committee, 
said, and I agreed with him, this is not 
the proper committee. 

I came to the floor and the gentle
man from California CMr. MILLER] 
said in response to a question, you are 
totally correct in withdrawing this 
amendment for this is not the place to 
discuss it. 

My point is, this has happened, not 
only once, but it has happened on sev
eral occasions and nothing has hap
pened. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
issue an invitation to the gentleman. 
Will you please be the leadoff witness 
on September 10, 1987 before the Sub
committee on Labor Standards? We 
will send you a notice. Please be the 
leadoff witness. 

Mr. STENHOLM. September 10, 
1987, that will be a big deal. 

Mr. MURPHY. 1986, excuse me. We 
will have a bill by 1987. 

Mr. STENHOLM. I appreciate that, 
and I certainly will accept that invita
tion. Particularly the promise of a bill 
by 1987. 

The point today though is that we 
are debating an issue that I think is 
fundamental to the small business in
terests of this Nation, that I think is 
fundamentally of importance to our 
need to balance the budget and meet 
the terms of Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings. This saves money. It has been 
suggested that it does not. But it does 
it saves $100 million over the next 5 
years. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Ohio [Ms. OAK.AR]. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I urge 
my colleagues to vote "no" on Dickin
son and "yes" on Hawkins. Hawkins 
does increase the value of the con-

tracts 12 times more than they are 
today. This is a kind of reform. 

But I want to say one quick thing, 
and that is we are dealing with nation
al security issues. If you do not want 
to pay people the prevailing wage, not 
necessarily a union wage, the prevail
ing wage, then conceivably you could 
have cheap labor, and once again have 
foreign people with green cards 
coming into our country and working 
on our construction projects. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. OAKAR. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan CMr. FORD]. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, not if they come into Texas and 
it is a State project, because Texas has 
a Davis-Bacon law with no threshold. 
And you cannot come in and undercut 
their local businessmen if they are 
spending local money. 

Alabama has a Davis-Bacon type law 
that is the best in the country. It goes 
down all the way to county govern
ment spending, and that has a $2,000 
threshold. 

So I suggest that the gentleman are 
not being quite fair. They are not in 
their amendment asking to preempt 
the protection that they have for their 
local taxpayers and their local busi
nessmen. 

Ms. OAKAR. This is an all-American 
issue. Vote "no" on Dickinson. Protect 
the American workers. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR]. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the Dickinson 
amendment and in support of the 
Hawkins amendment. 

The Dickinson amendment, just 
plain and simple, let's call it what it is, 
let's have some truth in labeling; it is a 
repeal of Davis-Bacon by any yard
stick that you measure it. 

The Hawkins amendment is reform. 
It is a modest step in changing the 
Davis-Bacon Act, one that is reasona
ble, one that is sensible. It does not 
repeal this law. 

0 1150 

What is the Davis-Bacon Act? 
Simply a guarantee that the prevailing 
wage, freely established in the market
place by labor and management, is 
going to be paid on Government
funded construction contracts. 

Construction work is labor intensive. 
That is a fancy term for backbreaking 
work. I have worked on construction 
jobs to earn my way through college. I 
have carried concrete blocks; I have 
shoveled concrete on jobs; I know 
what it is to work hard and hope for a 
decent wage. All we are asking is to 
have a decent wage, when Govern-

ment funds are used in construction 
projects. 

Now, if you want to repeal that 
basic, simple comity, you vote for the 
Dickinson. If you want to make a step 
in the direction that the chairman of 
the Education and Labor Committee 
has taken, of raising that threshold 
for Davis-Bacon coverage, that is a re
sponsible way to go. 

The basic issues here, Mr. Chairman, 
are threshold and fragmentation. The 
threshold established in the Dickinson 
amendment will wipe out Davis-Bacon, 
effectively. The fragmentation in 
which contracts can be broken up into 
smaller pieces to get away from that 
threshold will mean that you will just 
have no Davis-Bacon at all on Govern
ment-funded contracts. 

I can give an example of a bridge 
built between Duluth, MN, and Supe
rior, WI. In order to get Japanese steel 
in a center arch span of that bridge, 
the contract was broken up into little 
pieces; and the center arch span was 
built first with foreign steel. That took 
away jobs, that took away jobs in the 
steel industry, that took away the op
portunity for people in the iron ore 
mining country in northern Minnesota 
to earn a living processing iron ore. 

Don't let that happen on other 
projects. Vote no on Dickinson. 

Vote for the Hawkins amendment. 
Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself the remaining 1 minute. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to em

phasize one point. We have had a lot 
of obfuscation here and a lot of exag
geration, a lot of evasion, slip-sliding, 
and dodging. 

Let me make one point, and the 
facts bear it out: Of the total moneys 
available under military construction 
in our budget this year, there are some 
$8.3 billion; of that amount, if you 
accept my threshold and raise it to 
$250,000, only 12 percent of the dollars 
would be affected. 

Eighty-eight percent of the entire $8 
billion-plus will still be covered by 
Davis-Bacon. Give us a few crumbs off 
the table, will you? Just to help the 
small businessman by that much. This 
means 70 percent of the contracts will 
be available to the small businessman; 
70 percent of the contracts, but only 
12 percent of the total dollar figure is 
affected by raising the threshold. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois). The gentleman from 
California [Mr. HAWKINS] has 2 min
utes to close debate. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. BIAGGI]. 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I raise 
in opposition to the Dickinson amend
ment and in support of the Hawkins 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, yes, the gentleman is 
right. There has been confusion; there 
has been obfuscation, but tear aside 
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the veil and you look at one thing: you 
are threatening the livelihood of the 
working people of America. 

There is 12 percent. What does that 
represent hundreds of thousands of in
dividuals who will be subject to wages 
below the prevailing wage? 

Now, we have dealt with the Davis
Bacon issue for many, years. There is 
always an attempt to erode it and to 
encroach upon the principle. It is es
sential that we support and vote for 
the Hawkins amendment. Davis-Bacon 
must be preserved if you are con
cerned about the working people of 
America. 

The issue we have before us has several 
facets. The first, of course, relates to the 
intent more the content of the Dickinson 
amendment. The precise language would 
raise the threshold of applicability of Davis
Bacon from the current $2,000 to $250,000. 
On its face, it is referred to as a modest ad
justment. The administration supports raising 
the threshold to $1 million for military con
tracts. The Hawkins amendment by contrast 
raises the threshold to $25,000. 

The intent of this amendment is to set de
fense contracts into a separate category 
whereby protections for workers need not be 
afforded. The fact is if you raise the thresh
old-you are in fact removing the protections 
that Davis-Bacon provides for all contracts 
under $250,000. Let's not look at it purely in 
terms of numbers. Examine it in terms of indi
viduals. The impact of the Dickinson amend
ment would be to suddenly relegate thou
sands of workeis, some of whom would have 
just come off unemployment, to second class 
citizenry status because Davis-bacon protec
tions and the guarantee of a decent wage 
would be removed. 

Is there a need to reform Davis-Bacon? No 
question that there is. The Education and 
Labor Committee, on which I serve as a 
senior member, has been working on such 
reform legislation for a number of years. The 
legislative process does not need to be dis
torted in the manner suggested by this 
amendment. Davis-Bacon reform can and will 
be realized-that has been promised by the 
committee. The Congress must have faith in 
this committee which has always served as 
the champion of the working men and women 
of this Nation. 

Yet what troubles me the most about this 
amendment is that it perpetrates a cruel hoax. 
on the one hand, we herald the awarding of 
new military and defense contracts into an 
area of the United States. We spotlight the 
number of new jobs the project or projects are 
likely to create. Yet while we may give on the 
one hand, we will take with the other. If you 
remove Davis-Bacon protections from new 
and/ or existing Federal contracts, you are in 
fact taking with the other hand and that is 
wrong. 

If this Congress is committed to the princi
ple of a decent wage for a day's work; if this 
Congress is committed to the principles of 
worker protection; if this Congress is commit
ted to the principle of one standard of justice 
in Federal wage policy-then we must defeat 
the Dickinson amendment. It establishes a 
double standard for defense contracts, Cre-

ates a new group of second-class workers of 
these Federal contracts and sets a horrible 
precedent. Let us not fall for the idea that this 
is Davis-Bacon reform. There is no reform 
when a law which is established for the work
ing man suddenly turns on that same person. 

Let us not forget the fact that Davis-Bacon 
was first enacted in the 1930's in the words of 
Mr. DICKINSON in his August 13 "Dear Col
league" letter-"to protect laborers from 
wage abuses by unscrupulous contractors." I 
urge a "no" vote on this amendment so we 
do not permit Federal defense contractors 
and subcontractors to exploit workers in the 
way Davis-Bacon was needed to correct. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Illinois CMr. 
HAYES]. 

Mr. HA YES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from California, the distinguished chair
man of the Committee on Education and 
Labor, Mr. HAWKINS. 

While we all agree that our Federal budget 
deficit must be reduced, why is it that so many 
of the Members of this Chamber insist on 
trying to lower that deficit by putting the 
burden on the backs of America's working 
men and women. We all know who caused 
our present deficit and it wasn't American 
workers. Yet time and time again, American 
workers, Federal employees, food stamp re
cipients, civil service retirees are singled out 
to bear the brunt of deficit cutting actions. 

I want someone to tell me exactly who is 
getting rich off of the wages paid under Davis
Bacon? The wages paid under the act are not 
the cause of our present deficit. The specific 
purpose of Davis-Bacon is simply to require 
that the Federal Government pay the prevail
ing wage in a locality when it builds or seeks 
services there. 

So I ask again, who is getting rich from the 
protections of Davis-Bacon? It's certainly not 
the average nonunion construction worker. If 
he or she is lucky enough to find employment, 
they earn about $14,000 a year or less; it's 
certainly not the average union construction 
worker. They earn about $17,000 each year. I 
challenge the supporters of this amendment 
to show me how such wages can make these 
workers rich. 

On the contrary, eliminating the protections 
afforded by Davis-Bacon would cause undue 
hardship for an industry that is already 
plagued with a 13-percent unemployment rate. 
Of course we can reduce spending by refus
ing to pay workers a decent wage. Of course 
we can reduce spending by telling Federal 
construction workers that they should not be 
given the prevailing wages in their locality. 
Yes this is possible, but I must tell my col
leagues who support this amendment-those 
savings are false. 

The net effect, the reality of this proposal, 
will be to increase our deficit problems. By re
ducing the ability of American men and 
women to earn a decent wage, we also 
reduce the taxes they pay and thereby reduce 
Federal revenues. Not only will tax revenues 
decrease, worker productivity would also de
cline. Given a choice, would skilled construc
tion workers even think about working on Fed
eral construction sites which pay wages that 

are lower than the prevailing wages in their 
area when other non-Federal, better paying 
sites might be available? Of course not. The 
result would be an increase in the use of 
nonskilled construction workers and conse
quently, a decrease in the quality of the work 
they produce. 

A lower standard in the skills of construc
tion workers will ultimately lead to shoddy 
construction and increased costs to repair 
such worksites. In short, cutting the wages of 
workers is not the answer to lowering our defi
cit. Davis-Bacon did not cause our deficit and 
it should not be used as a scapegoat. 

I urge my colleagues to support the amend
ment offered by the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Michigan CMr. 
CONYERS]. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the remaining 
time on this side to the chairman of 
the committee of jurisdiction, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania CMr. 
MURPHY], coauthor of the amend
ment. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, just 
to eliminate some of the obfuscation 
that we are talking about; the infla
tionary spiral. Let me tell you what 
Davis-Bacon would amount to in limits 
today. 

The Department of Commerce's 
recent calculations based on the con
struction cost inflation index, adjusted 
for improvements in productivity, de
termined that the Davis-Bacon thresh
old should be set at $20,000 if the un
derlying principal of exempting small 
contracts is to be preserved. 

The Congressional Budget Office, 
using the Consumer Price Index ob
tained from the Bureau of Labor Sta
tistics, reported that 2,000 1935 dol
lars, adjusted for inflation, would 
result in a Davis-Bacon threshold in 
1986 of $14,154. 

The amendment offered by Mr. 
HAWKINS and myself exceeds both of 
these suggested Davis-Bacon threshold 
adjustments. 

These are the facts and studies that 
our committee has been making, I 
remind the gentleman from Texas. 

The higher threshold was selected in 
order to coincide with the govem
mentwide small business procurement 
exemption thus further simplifying 
administrative procedures and reduc
ing paperwork burdens on small con
struction contracts. 

We are trying to aid the Department 
of Defense and every other Govern
ment agency in meeting that small 
business exemption of $25,000; even 
though the $25,000 exceeds the infla
tion-adjusted threshold that Davis
Bacon should be at. 

I think that should clear up the fig
ures; these figures are available, they 
are in Government documents, and we 
will very happily provide them to you. 
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0 1200 The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 

time has expired on the amendment. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Alabama for the purpose of of
fering a substitute. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DICKINSON AS A 

SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 
MR. HAWKINS 
Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment as a substitute 
for the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the substitute. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. DICKINSON as 
a substitute for the amendment offered by 
Mr. HAWKINS: Page 313, after line 17, insert 
the following new section: · 
SEC. 2715. EXEMPTION FOR CERTAIN MILITARY 

CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Section 2852 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

" <c><l > The Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretaries of the military departments may 
enter into a contract for not more than 
$250,000 to carry out any authorized mili
tary construction and military family hous
ing project without regard to the require
ments of the Act entitled 'An Act relating to 
the rate of wages for laborers and mechan
ics employed on public buildings of the 
United States and the District of Columbia 
by contractors and subcontractors, and for 
other purposes', approved March 3, 1931 <40 
U.S.C. 276a-276a-5> <commonly referred to 
as the 'Davis-Bacon Act'). 

"(2) The Secretary of Defense or the Sec
retary of a military department may not 
divide any project into contracts of not 
more than $250,000 for the purpose of 
avoiding the application of the Act de
scribed in paragraph <1> to contracts en
tered into with respect to such project." 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to solicita
tions for bids or proposals made on and 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pur
suant to House Resolution 531, this 
amendment is not subject to amend
ment. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] will be rec
ognized for 30 minutes and a Member 
opposed will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON]. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Nebraska [Mrs. SMITH]. 

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair
man, I stand in strong support of the 
Dickinson substitute amendment to 
reform the outdated Davis-Bacon Act 
as it pertains to military construction 
projects. 

The Dickinson substitute would in
crease the threshold for application of 
the Davis-Bacon Act to military con
struction projects from $2,000 to 
$250,000. This effort would exempt 
12.3 percent of the total contract 
dollar volume of military construction 
and repair contracts from Davis-Bacon 
coverage. Although I wish the dollar 

threshold was increased even further, 
this substitute offered by my friend 
from Alabama represents the best 
chance this Chamber has had to bring 
some sanity into an outdated, unneces
sary, and wasteful law. 

The Davis-Bacon Act was enacted in 
the Depression era to prevent the ex
ploitation of construction workers. 
The last time it was significantly 
amended was in 1935. Given all the 
worker-protection legislation Congress 
has enacted in the last 40 years, it is 
hard to argue that workers on federal
ly funded construction projects need 
the special protection against exploita
tion they did during the Depression. 

Besides being unnecessary, Davis
Bacon requirements are extremely 
costly. And in this time of budgetary 
constraints, we need all of the cost 
savings we can get. The Congressional 
Budget Office estimates the Dickinson 
amendment would save $28 million in 
budget authority in fiscal year 1987, 
and $150 million over the next 5 years. 

Mr. Chairman, the current Davis
Bacon Act is bad for taxpayers, bad 
for small businesses, bad for local gov
ernments, and bad for rural communi
ties. The Davis-Bacon Act is, without a 
doubt, one of the least justifiable 
causes of deficit spending in this coun
try. 

As the New York Times stated in an 
editorial this Tuesday, August 12, "At 
a time when Congress can barely 
scrape up the cash to feed poor chil
dren or maintain national parks, it 
would be unconscionable to let the 
Davis-Bacon scandal continue un
checked." 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup
port the Dickinson substitute amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
any Member desire to speak in opposi
tion to the amendment? 

Mr. HAWKINS. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The gentleman from California [Mr. 

HAWKINS] will be recognized for 30 
minutes. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Califonria. Mr. 
Chairman, before I discuss my opposi
tion to this amendment, I would like 
to say with regard to the remarks that 
were made by my colleague, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] 
that he is quite correct; that in fact, 2 
years ago when he sought to bring this 
amendment to the floor, I did off er 
him hearings, and I would like to say 
to him that if I continued my service 
on the Committee on Education and 
Labor I would have given him those 
hearings. I think he is entitled to 
those hearings. 

I think this issue is important 
enough, obviously, by the divisions 
created in the Congress that it should 
have those hearings. 

I am delighted to hear that the sub
committee chairman plans on doing 
that. So I think he is here in good 
faith, and I would hope that every
body would understand that. 

Let me say that from my viewpoint I 
do not support any of these amend
ments because I think Davis-Bacon 
should be kept the way it is. I will ob
viously support the Hawkins amend
ment because it does the least amount 
of damage to the intent of the Davis
Bacon Act, and that is that Federal 
dollars and Federal projects should 
not be used to undermine the prevail
ing wage of any jurisdiction. That is 
the purpose of this act. That is what 
this act has accomplished. I believe 
that is what the act ought to continue 
to accomplish, that we ought not to be 
using Federal dollars and Federal 
projects driving down the wages of 
working people. 

One of the earlier speakers in this 
well said this came at a time in the 
1930's when there were a lot of unem
ployed people looking around for jobs 
and that does not exist today. 

I do not know what is going on in his 
district, but every time there is a job 
opening for 100 jobs or 50 jobs, thou
sands of people show up for those 
jobs. We know that in fact we see 
unions, we see workers organizations 
engaged in the give-back, the give
back, the give-back, and we in fact see 
to the extent that this week stories in 
national magazines telling us about 
middle-income people losing their 
wage base, losing their ability to enjoy 
middle-class life in this country, that 
in fact it is getting harder and harder. 

So what we do with these thresholds 
is destroy another principle in this 
country, and that is equal pay for 
equal work. Somehow if you work on a 
job under $250,000 in value you will be 
paid less than the person working 
alongside of you, across the street on 
an identical job. If you are both paint
ing, one of you will get a prevailing 
wage and one of you may not. If you 
are both welding, one of you may get a 
prevailing wage and one of you may 
not. If you are carrying a hod, laying 
brick, one of you is going to get paid 
differently than the other. 

We have rejected that notion in this 
country, we have rejected that notion 
in the belief that there is equal pay 
for equal work. This threshold sug
gests that that is no longer the case. 
This threshold also suggests that you 
can start whacking up contracts into 
$250,000 increments, and you can get 
underneath the Davis-Bacon require
ments of the law. I just do not think 
that that is the role that the Federal 
Government should play. I am sure 
there are others who disagree with 
that. But the fact of the matter is that 
was the intent of this law and it 
should continue. 
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1 think we also must understand 

that constantly it has been suggested 
that this somehow is an enforcement 
of the union wage. It is not. It is en
forcement of a prevailing wage, taking 
all of the wages given in a geographi
cal area for those jobs, determining 
what is the prevailing wage for specific 
jobs and then determining that when 
you have a Government contract, a 
Government project, that that prevail
ing wage should not be undermined by 
the bidding on this job, by importing 
labor, by competing out the job to un
dermine that wage base. 

That is very important to local 
economies. That is very important to 
local workers because those workers 
have more mortgages on their houses, 
those workers have loans for college 
scholarships for their children, those 
workers have monthly bills that are 
based upon the wages that they are re
ceiving. 

Now what you are saying is that the 
Federal Government can be the 
engine to undermine that worker, to 
undermine that wage. I think it is 
wrong. I think both of these raisings 
of the threshold are wrong. I think es
pecially the way the Dickinson amend
ment is worded that allows the con
tinuation of a subterfuge; it invites 
fraud, it invites misrepresentation on 
complying with Davis-Bacon. It invites 
fraud and misrepresentation on the 
bidding of jobs, on the characteriza
tion of jobs because it continues to 
allow the splitting up of those con
tracts. 

I would hope that our colleagues in 
the House would do as they have done 
so many other times, and that is reject 
these notions of fooling around with 
Davis-Bacon. 

You would be far more honest to 
come out here and seek a repeal of 
Davis-Bacon than to engage in this 
kind of subterfuge about what you are 
doing in terms of modest dollar re
forms. 

I hope you would turn down the 
Dickinson amendment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from North Carolina CMr. 
VALENTINE]. 

Mr. VALENTINE. I would like first 
of all to thank the gentleman from 
Alabama for making this time avail
able to me. I do not know whether I 
will even need to use all of the 3 min
utes. I came down here to the well of 
the House with prepared remarks. Ev
erybody has said two or three times, 
Mr. Chairman, what I intended to say 
to my colleagues in the House. I think 
I will begin, however, by saying that 
just before I was recognized I was 
handed a stack of papers which Mr. 
STENHOLM, my colleague, has on the 
bench beside him. This one is warm 
from the copying machine. It is a news 
release from the National Association 
of Minority Contractors. 

I am privileged to represent a dis
trict that has a minority population of 
approximately 42 percent, most of 
whom have supported me. While I sat 
here, and I have done a lot of listening 
and maybe not enough talking in the 
almost 4 years that I have been in this 
body, I heard this hall ring last night 
with cries for help for minority busi
ness and jobs for minority workers 
people in this country. I say to you 
that one way that we can accomplish 
that purpose is by correcting what the 
New York Times, not a paragon of 
conservativism, refers to as "the Davis
Bacon scandal." 

What I hold in my hand is a news re
lease from the National Association of 
Minority Contractors which says-and 
I do not know, but I assume that it is 
valid, and maybe somebody will tell 
me if it is not-it says, "Contact: 
Ralph Thomas." It concludes by 
saying, "Any efforts presently taking 
place in Congress that would limit the 
terrible effect that Davis-Bacon pres
ently has on minority contractors and 
minority employment are wholly sup
ported by the National Association of 
Minority Contractors." 

Now, we could talk all we want to, 
my friends, about big labor and little 
labor and big business and little busi
ness. But this is, I suggest to you, what 
the New York Times said it was, a situ
ation that should be corrected and, in 
their words, a "scandal." We want to 
do something. We ought to do some
thing about these deficit problems. 
Here is a place to start, here is a place 
to create fairness in this country. 
What sense does it make, as the gen
tleman says, to have a situation where 
you build a bridge across the river be
tween two States and on one end they 
have to pay one wage and on the other 
end a different wage? 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support the gentle
man's amendment to raise the Federal con
tract dollar threshold for application of the 
Davis-Bacon Act from $2,000 to $250,000 and 
to preclude splitting up projects to get under 
that threshold. 

I believe this is a sensible amendment, and 
one that is long overdue. We have an excel
lent opportunity to make a real difference in 
the way in which we award contracts for Fed
eral military construction projects. Not only will 
this amendment result in significant cost sav
ings to the American taxpayers, but it will help 
ease the plight of the small businessmen and 
women competing for public construction 
work. 

This amendment could save taxpayers $111 
million in outlays and $150 million in budget 
authority over the next 5 years. Passage of 
this amendment would help us convince our 
constituents that we must recognize our re
sponsibility to spend their tax dollars wisely. 

If there is one thing that should be clear to 
all of us today, it is the fact that Davis-Bacon 
discourages competition. And, when the 
number of bidders for a product is reduced, 
the price is likely to be higher. Those firms 
who have adjusted their operations to comply 

with the myriad of Davis-Bacon requirements 
understandably welcome a reduced number of 
competitors. The result is that the taxpayers 
pay more. 

This amendment saves taxpayers millions of 
dollars and enhances small business partici
pation in Federal contracts. But, more impor
tantly, Mr. Chairman, this amendment will 
create employment opportunities for many 
who have been shut out of the job market. 
The unemployment figures for this country, al
though they have declined slightly, are still 
alarming, and especially so in the minority 
community. We can aid our communities by 
making our small businesses more competi
tive in bidding for these projects. We can aid 
our constituents by providing for more jobs
jobs for those who need employment most. 

As I have already said, earlier this week, the 
New York Times published an editorial sup
porting Davis-Bacon reform. The Times makes 
a compelling case and concludes with the fol
lowing: 

At a time when Congress can barely 
scrape up the cash to feed poor children or 
maintain parks, it would be unconscionable 
to let the Davis-Bacon scandal continue un
checked. 

I agree and urge my colleagues in the 
House to support the gentleman's amendment 
to increase the Davis-Bacon threshold from 
$2,000 to $250,000. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania CMr. MURPHY]. 

Mr. MURPHY. I thank the gentle
man for yielding me this time. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
briefly? 

Mr. MURPHY. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

It has been said here a number of 
times about the debate last night 
which would argue for a set-aside for 
minority businesses. I do not remem
ber anybody in that debate arguing 
that they wanted a set-aside, that they 
wanted a right to participate in the de
fense contracts of this country, that 
they wanted that right so they could 
be paid less than the prevailing wages. 
They argued that they wanted to par
ticipate as full American citizens in 
the expenditure of those dollars. I 
assume that that meant that they 
wanted to participate like everybody 
else and get the prevailing wages for
their labor. 

Mr. MURPHY. First, let me say that 
we go back to statistics for a few sec
onds: from my calculations, according 
to the great cost savings that are sup
posed to be projected if we throw 
Davis-Bacon out the window for 86 
percent of the defense contracts, they 
are contending there would be about 4 
percent additional cost by using Davis
Bacon 3 V2 to 4 percent. Let me say 
that in 1971 President Nixon heard 
that same allegation and, as you know, 
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Davis-Bacon provides a clause that the 
President may suspend Davis-Bacon if 
he believes there is a national security 
interest. Well, President Nixon decid
ed that there was such a national secu
rity interest. So he set aside Davis
Bacon. There were 1,000 projects bid 
under Davis-Bacon that he ordered to 
be rebid. Of those 1,000 orders, let me 
read you this: "No significant reduc
tions in costs occurred. Data on more 
than 1,000 projects which were bid 
under Davis-Bacon and then rebid 
under the executive order shows that 
the rebids were lower by only six
tenths of 1 percent, and this lower 
wage cost does not mean savings to the 
Government because it overlooks the 
impact of lower wages on productivity 
and quality and taxes paid in return." 
The six-tenths of 1 percent were even 
wiped out. 

So we are going under a false as
sumption that 3112 to 4 percent are 
added costs. 

Now, my friends and colleagues who 
are in your offices and who are here 
on the floor, what is Davis-Bacon? The 
Davis-Bacon Act merely says that 
when Government contracts are in
volved, the Government should insist 
that the prevailing wage in the area be 
paid. We do not say the highest union 
wage, we do not inflate wages, Con
gress does not set that wage, the em
ployees do not necessarily set that 
wage, the unions certainly do not set 
that wage. But it is determined by the 
Department of Labor. 

And if the Department of Labor, 
which has been controlled by your 
President for almost 7 years, is requir
ing 11,000 forms, then I certainly 
think, Mr. Chairman, we should have 
Secretary Brock before us and ques
tion him on why he is placing such a 
burden on American business and, cer
tainly, the Defense Department. 

The Department of Labor estab
lishes what a prevailing wage is in any 
area of the country. And they have 
done that well. I think they do that 
well today. 

How do they establish that prevail
ing wage? They take a compendium of 
50 percent of the wages that are paid 
in that area, and that is then the pre
vailing wage, as it should be. 

Now, why do we have a Davis-Bacon? 
We know now we do not set the wages, 
the unions do not set them, we know 
how it is set, by the Department of 
Labor and the Secretary of Labor, ap
pointed by President Reagan, and I 
think he is doing a pretty good job. 

Why do we have Davis-Bacon? Why 
was it conceived in the first place? My 
State's Republican Senator, Senator 
Davis, who had also served as a Secre
tary of Labor under three Republican 
Presidents, Harding, Coolidge, and 
Hoover, and was a renowned expert in 
labor law and was a steelman at one 
time, he decided that the Davis-Bacon 

law was needed to prevent contract 
piracy with cheap imported labor. 

It was determined then, as it should 
be determined today, that contract 
piracy using cheap imported labor is 
not in the best interest of our national 
goals, either economically or for our 
security. 

I submit that when we establish, if 
we were to establish a $250,000 thresh
old, over 80 percent of the Defense De
partment contracts in housing would 
then fit within that category and with
out preventing fragmentation of con
tracts, that would increase. We would 
then, in effect, by taking the Dickin
son amendment, practically wipe out 
Davis-Bacon in procurement insofar as 
housing and construction are con
cerned. 

I say it again, my friends, that what 
was good in 1935 to prevent this type 
of piracy using cheap imported labor, 
just as we have been using cheap im
ported goods in our country, should be 
prevented by a continuation of Davis
Bacon. I urge my colleagues to cast a 
"no" vote on Mr. DICKINSON'S amend
ment and suggest that we have a rea
sonable compromise with Chairman 
HAWKINS' amendment. 

0 1215 
Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
STANGELAND]. 

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in strong support of the amend
ment offered by my good friend from 
Alabama, Mr. DICKINSON. 

Mr. Chairman, during the days of 
the Great Depression Davis-Bacon was 
enacted to ensure fair wages for those 
working on Federal construction con
tracts over $2,000. However, because it 
has not been reformed in over 50 
years, the statute is now outdated and 
inflates the cost of labor to the Feder
al Government. In fact, the General 
Accounting Office estimate that 
Davis-Bacon costs American taxpayers 
more than a billion dollars each year. 

I am pleased to note the distin
guished chairman of Education and 
Labor recognizes the need to reform 
Davis-Bacon. However, the reform he 
offers is at best miniscule. Stick it in 
your eye and you wouldn't even blink. 

The Dickinson amendment would in
crease the Davis-Bacon threshold con
tract amount of $2,000, to a modest 
$250,000 for all new military construc
tion. According to the Congressional 
Budget Office this reform would save 
$111 million in budget outlays over the 
upcoming 5 years. These dollars can 
then be more adequately used to 
defend our great Nation. 

While the budgetary savings are sig
nificant, the amendment offers other 
merits, such as job creation and oppor
tunity for small enterprises. 

Mr. Chairman, it is no secret that 
many urban areas of our Nation are 

experiencing high levels of unemploy
ment. Minorities and the disadvan
taged have been especially hard hit. 
By increasing the threshold and limit
ing military construction contracts 
covered by Davis-Bacon, even more 
construction can be performed and job 
opportunities could be created for 
many now out of work. I hope mem
bers of the Black Caucus and others 
who represent generally urban areas 
will consider following the direction of 
the National League of Cities which 
supports Davis-Bacon reform. 

The Dickinson amendment will also 
create jobs in another fashion as it as
sists small business which provides 
four of every five new jobs in America. 

As a GAO report notes, Davis-Bacon 
causes construction workers on Feder
al projects to be paid rates above those 
that would prevail under free market 
competition. Because of this, many 
businesses, particularly smaller local 
construction firms, feel that the Davis
Bacon Act is discriminatory in that it 
favors larger, often unionized firms ca
pable of bidding projects based on 
higher wage levels. 

A $250,000 threshold exempts only 
12.3 percent of the total dollar volume 
of work, while exempting 70 percent 
of the number of contracts. Basic 
Davis-Bacon coverage would continue 
for the vast majority of work and the 
vast majority of workers. However, sig
nificant competition on many small 
contracts would be opened up for the 
first time for many small and minority 
contractors and their employees. 

Mr. Chairman, reform along the 
lines of the Dickinson amendment is 
supported by President Reagan, De
fense Secretary Weinberger, Labor 
Secretary Brock, the CBO, the GAO, 
and many associations including the 
National Association of Counties, the 
National League of Cities, the Associ
ated Builders and Contractors, the As
sociated General Contractors, the Na
tional Federation of Independent 
Business, the Public Service Research 
Council, and the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce. 

However, the most important sup
porters of this amendment are the 
American people. A recent nationwide 
survey completed by DMI of McLean, 
VA, demonstrated that 58 percent of 
the American people, including even 
46 percent of union-member house
holds, favored reform of Davis-Bacon. 

Considering this and the need to 
limit excessive defense expenditures, 
help small business, and create new 
jobs, doesn't it make more sense to 
reform an outdated statute and create 
many jobs at a fair market wage, in
stead of paying unreasonably high 
wages to a select few? 

Please vote up the Dickinson amend
ment. 
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Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 20 seconds to the gentleman 
from Missouri CMr. CLAY]. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to point out 
with particular interest that the previ
ous speaker and several others who 
have expressed great concern about 
minority contractors had an excellent 
opportunity last night to vote for a 10-
percent set-aside, and that gentleman 
and several others voted "no" on the 
Savage amendment to set-aside con
tracts for minorities. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. OWENS]. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, there is 
no need to repeat the very reasonable 
arguments that have already been of
fered here showing how the principle 
of prevailing rate is a very reasonable 
approach. 

I think the important question at 
this point is to ask ourselves: Why at 
this time do we have this amendment, 
an amendment that we should defi
nitely vote against? 

This substitute that is offered at 
this point is part of an escalating pro
gram that has been in place since the 
Reagan administration took power. 
This is an attempt to drive one more 
nail into the coffin of the American 
working person. The American wage
earner who is the foundation of our 
economy has suffered from one on
slaught after another. Whenever they 
can possibly do it, they close the 
plants, they pick up and they go 
abroad to manufacture with cheap 
labor costs abroad and sell back in our 
economy at the same prices and make 
tremendous windfall profits. 

They cannot do it with construction. 
They cannot pick it up. There are 
some things you cannot pick up and 
take overseas. So now they want to un
dermine and destroy the benefits of 
the American laborer who still has 
something to cling to in Davis-Bacon. 

What is unique about this country is 
that we have a tremendous set of con
sumers generated by the fact that we 
have a well-paid working class. And 
now we are destroying that. This is 
one more attempt to drive a nail into 
the coffin of organized labor. 

We have already had a National 
Labor Relations Board which does not 
advocate the interests of the worker, 
but the business instead. We have an 
OSHA which does not protect the 
safety of the workers. Step by step, 
every aspect of this administration has 
undercut the New Deal institutions 
that were put in place, very reasonable 
institutions like Davis-Bacon and the 
prevailing wage, and now we want to 
drive one more nail into the coffin and 
commit suicide. It is economic suicide 
to destroy the benefits and to destroy 

the wage-earning power of the Ameri
can worker. 

I hope we will all vote "no" on this 
substitute amendment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
may I inquire of the Chair as to how 
much time is remaining? 

The Chairman pro tempore <Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois). The gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] has 21 min
utes remaining and the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HAWKINS] has 
16% minutes remaining. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas CMr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, before I 
get into my prepared remarks, I would 
like to address some of the points that 
have been made today. 

The proponents of Davis-Bacon 
started by saying that we have not 
had enough hearings on this issue and 
we should not be doing this today. And 
yet, when we pointed out that they 
had failed to schedule hearings as had 
been promised, they then changed to 
business arguments and started talk
ing about how difficult it is to find a 
job. 

Yes; it is tough to find a job when 
Davis-Bacon denies opportunities to 
the small businesses that create jobs. 

The gentleman from Montana gave 
us a lesson in business by saying that 
if we did not have Davis-Bacon, big 
business would come in and undercut 
small business. 

I say to you that I am a small busi
nessman, and give me equal terms to 
compete with big business and I will 
beat them any day. I will beat them 
every day because my overhead is 
much, much lower than big business 
overhead, and I can provide a quality, 
on-the-site supervised job that is much 
better than any big business can pro
vide. Big business and big unions bene
fit from Davis-Bacon and shut me out 
from being able to participate in Gov
ernment contracts. 

Davis-Bacon not only requires me to 
pay higher wages, but more impor
tantly, Davis-Bacon increases my pa
perwork. 

Now, many have come down here, 
tugging at the heartstrings of emotion 
and saying, "How dare you come in 
here and try to cut the standard of 
living of the worker by cutting his 
wages below the prevailing wage?" 

We have been given a real nice les
sion on how the prevailing wage is sup
posed to work, but it is a fact that in 
contracts on the State level and the 
Federal level the prevailing wage is 
often the union wage. In answering 
the gentleman from Michigan, yes, I 
am from Texas where we have a pre
vailing wage with no threshold: It goes 
all the way down to school boards. 
When I was in the Texas Legislature, I 
tried to repeal that prevailing wage be
cause we found out in Texas, in all 
levels, it cost our governments $80 mil-

lion a year in increased construction 
costs because our prevailing wage is 
set at the union wage. There is no effi
cient system other than burdensome 
paperwork-and this answers the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania-to set the 
true prevailing wage. That is why they 
easily take the union wage rate in 
most areas. 

So what we are talking about here is 
paying inflated rates, not market 
rates. Let us not make a mistake about 
that. Let us not cover it up. We are 
paying inflated union rates and lock
ing people out of the process. 

Now, let us talk about the creation 
of jobs. It has been estimated that 
under the Dickinson amendment we 
might save $28 million in budget au
thority and, I believe, some $9 million 
in direct budget outlays each year. If 
we could save that amount of money, I 
would love to turn it back to the tax
payers, but what usually happens in 
Congress is that we go ahead and 
spend it. 

With that amount of money, we 
could increase the standard of recre
ational facilities and better working 
conditions. But, no, the proponents of 
Davis-Bacon and the proponents of 
the Hawkins amendment do not want 
better services and a better quality of 
life for our service personnel. They 
want a better quality of life and 
higher wages for a select few-that is, 
those who work on the 20 percent of 
all construction in this country that 
happens to be covered by Davis-Bacon. 

Davis-Bacon also prevents the tax
payers from getting the most for their 
money. Can you imagine the amount 
of money we could have saved over the 
last 50 years if this amendment saves 
this many millions of dollars per year? 

Mr. Chairman, if Members vote "no" 
on the Dickinson amendment, they 
are telling the taxpayers that they 
must continue to pay higher taxes to 
benefit a select few, because Davis
Bacon offers no other "benefits" than 
that. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for these 2% 
minutes. I really appreciate that. 

Mr. Chairman, the question is this: 
Are we going to reform Davis-Bacon or 
are we going to ruin it? Now, to "ruin" 
it might sound harsh to some of the 
very good-meaning proponents of the 
Dickinson amendment. But we are 
talking about $8 billion plus in spend
ing that goes out to literally hundreds 
of thousands of contractors, and if you 
vote "yes" on the Dickinson amend
ment, you are voting to eliminate 80 
percent of those contractors from the 
protection of Davis-Bacon. 

So if we ask the American people, 
"Do you want to lower the wages of 80 
percent of the people, 80 percent of 



22064 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE August 15, 1986 
the contractors for the Defense De
partment, and do you want to lower 
the wages of their workers?" I think 
the American people would say that it 
sounds a little bit harsh to lower their 
wages at a time like this when wages 
are not even keeping up with inflation, 
when inflation is only operating at 2112 
to 3 percent and wages are not even 
keeping up with that. So they might 
ask, "Why would you want to lower 
it?" 

"Well, we want to lower it because 
we want to help those moderately 
priced contractors, plus we want to 
bring down the costs of the Defense 
Department." 

People would say, "Oh, I am for 
that. But not 80 percent." The Ameri
can people would say, "We don't want 
to strip 80 percent of the contractors 
out from under the basic protections 
their workers have under Davis
Bacon.'' 

"Well, how many would you want to 
strip out?" 

"Oh, I don't know. Maybe about 10 
or 15 percent." 

Is that the reform the American 
people would want? I think it is, and I 
think most Members of the House 
think it is. That is Hawkins. 

If you want to get rid of 80 percent 
of the contractors, I think that would 
be ruining Davis-Bacon. That is Dick
inson. 

How do the Members of this House 
get an opportunity to vote on Haw
kins? That is to reform Davis-Bacon 
and say, "Well, we probably should 
have done it earlier, but we are finally 
going to do it now. We are going to 
take 15 percent of these hundreds of 
thousands of contractors out from 
under Davis-Bacon and lower the 
wages of those workers, undeniably." 
If you want to support that 15 per
cent, you have to get to the Hawkins 
amendment. How do you do it? You 
have to vote "no" on Dickinson first 
and then vote "yes" on Hawkins. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois). The time of the gen
tleman from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS] 
has expired. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDERSON]. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have the privilege, like most of those 
in the debate today, of serving on the 
Education and Labor Committee, and 
I enjoy it greatly because I like to 
think of that committee as a commit
tee of opportunity. It is the committee 
that works for the little guy, whether 
it be the worker, whether it be the 
person who needs training, or whether 
it be the small businessman, or what
ever. And I would put up my voting 
record on these issues with any 
Member in terms of plant closings, pa
rental leave, job training, polygraph, 
and all these other issues. 

But I would like to suggest today 
that if we are going to talk about 
spending time on enforcement and 
training of the little guy, we ought to 
also talk about giving that little guy 
some opportunities to participate in 
some of these Federal programs. I do 
not think we ought to limit them to 
the large contractors, so to speak. 

Let us take a look at what we are 
going to do here today. The fact is 
that if we pass the Dickinson amend
ment, we will still have 88 percent of 
all Federal dollars in defense on con
struction covered under Davis-Bacon. 
What we are going to do is the same 
thing the Education and Labor Com
mittee is doing today in OSHA, in 
EMSHA, and in many of our other 
programs, which is to focus our en
forcement on the big guy, focus our 
enforcement on the guy who is caus
ing all the trouble and make sure we 
go into those big contractors and do 
exactly what ought to be done. 

Now, the fact is that when we look 
at a law that has not been changed 
since 1935, I think that in and of itself 
says it is time for a change, and . I 
think it is time for a major change. 

Every Member of this Congress has 
had or I suspect will be having defense 
procurement conferences in their dis
tricts. The purpose of those is to try to 
find ways in which we can bring some 
of the defense dollars of this country 
into our districts, in particular our 
rural districts. I have got another one 
this coming Thursday. 

We passed small business set-aside 
last week, and I voted for the increase 
in the minority set-aside. But it does 
no good to do any of those things if we 
are only going to limit the ability to 
bid on construction contracts to the 
large contractors and to the workers 
of the large contractors as well. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask the Members to 
support the Dickinson amendment. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. PERKINS]. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, let 
me say to my dear colleagues that I 
want to take this opportunity today to 
speak just a little bit about one of the 
issues that I think is of major impor
tance to the American worker, and 
that is what is before us today. 

I join with my colleague, the gentle
man from California [Mr. MILLER], 
who believes that we should not be 
having the Hawkins amendment 
before us, that we should not be 
having the Dickinson amendment 
before us, that we should have no 
amemdment at all. Indeed, what we 
are talking about when we talk about 
Davis-Bacon is an insurance that the 
Federal Government stay neutral in 
the imposition of wages across this 
country. We are not asking the Feder
al Government either to drive the 
wages up or to drive the wages down; 
we are asking the Federal Government 

to remain neutral in that process. We 
are asking that the Federal Govern
ment does not take a chance on driv
ing the standard of living of the regu
lar American workers down further 
and further. That is precisely what we 
are talking about when we refer to 
this particular amendment today. 

I say to my dear colleagues that 
when we talk about this type of legis
lation, we have to realize that we have 
a number of these districts spread out 
across the country, and the American 
laborer, the one who works on a regu
lar basis, does not understand what 
area we are talking about, because he 
moves around in that area, and within 
that area we are referring to, that 
worker is going to have to be employed 
in a variety of locations. Within that 
designated area, there is a standard 
wage, and that standard wage is some
thing that the Federal Government 
says we will pay, under today's provi
sions. 

We should not come in and drive 
that wage down. How does it drive it 
down, you may ask. Let me tell you. 
You start spending that money, pour
ing billions and billions of dollars in 
these projects across this country, and 
naturally it has one effect; it influ
ences it by setting a lower ceiling or a 
lower level on the overall funding. 
What does that do? It drives the wage 
rates down for all workers in that 
area. 

0 1235 
So what you are talking about is not 

just the imposition of lower wages for 
these people who are affected, but you 
are talking about the imposition of 
lower wages for everyone who is 
within that area with this type of 
amendment. That is why this is so 
dangerous and that is why we must 
reject the Dickinson amendment. We 
must try to maintain some semblance 
of order for the American worker. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. JEF
FORDS]. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to pose some questions to 
the majority here on the amendment 
which they have offered. As you know, 
there were no hearings on this amend
ment and actually no opportunity to 
see it before we came here. 

As I read the amendment, and I 
would urge you to correct me if I am 
wrong, it amends the military con
struction aspects only and not Davis
Bacon. Now, that is important as I go 
on. 

As I understand the amendment, it 
only goes for 1 year. In other words, 
we will have to revisit this whole issue 
next year, whereas the Dickinson 
amendment is a permanent change to 
the MilCon law. 
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Second, that it does not exempt the 

contracts, but only the wage rates, 
which means that you still have to fill 
out the whole contract if you are 
under $25,000, but the only thing that 
you are exempted from are the wage 
rates. 

Third, as I understand it, it sets up a 
whole alternative procedure for han
dling matters which may come up 
under this by allowing it to be circum
vented and go to a district court, 
rather than following the normal pro
cedures of the Department of Labor. 

I bring that out because those are 
very significant differences in the 
Dickinson amendment. 

I would be happy to yield to the 
other side if I am in any way incorrect 
in my perception of what this amend
ment does. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, the 
Education and Labor Committee is 
committed to comprehensive reform of 
Davis-Bacon. We have worked. We are 
negotiating with representatives of 
labor, the DOL. 

Were the amendment to be perma
nent, the gentleman suggests it is only 
for 1 year, this authorization is for 
only 1 year. We therefore attach our 
amendment for 1 year. To be perma
nent, any subsequent consideration of 
the Education Committee, on which 
the gentleman is the ranking member, 
would mean that we would then have 
sequential referral to the Armed Serv
ices Committee because we would be 
making it a permanent part of their 
act. 

I suggest to change the restrictions 
and address it in a proper manner. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
take back the balance of my time just 
to point out that apparently I was cor
rect in my interpretation of their 
amendment. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

I think it should be thoroughly un
derstood what the intent of the Dick
inson amendment is. Do not be fooled 
by the fact that reform is being sug
gested. This obviously stops short of 
outright repeal, but behind this 
amendment I think it has been admit
ted in debate, even by the gentleman 
from Alabama, that the intent is to 
force down wages, because that is the 
only way that would make valid his as
sertion that this is the way to save 
money on defense. 

So obviously, if that intent is not 
served, then there is no other way 
those so-called savings, and they are 
only so-called savings, because it has 
been certainly testified before the 
Education and Labor Committee that 
time after time the studies ref erred to 
did not involve productivity. The stud
ies did not include the fallout from de-

f ective workmanship, for example, 
from repairs and other corrrections 
that had to be made as the result of 
those who were the low bidders, who 
did not perform adequately on the 
contract. 

Now, this is not a high wage indus
try. At the present time the average 
construction worker who is going to be 
affected by this amendment earns an 
average of between $14,000 and 
$17 ,000 yearly, certainly not an ade
quate family wage to support a family. 

The unemployment among construc
tion workers today is over 13 percent, 
certainly one of the highest among 
any group. 

So this forcing down the wages 
below what are now being paid in a lo
cality certainly is not justified. 

May I simply remind the body of 
this, that it is remarkable that those 
who are so brilliant in fashioning a na
tional defense system, who are so con
cerned about the tax fares, can find no 
other place to whack $300 billion, 
except in the wages of those who are 
paid the lowest in our society today. 
That to me is just remarkable in its 
import and its implications. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas CMr. BART
LETT]. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I think it is time to begin to sum up 
and to go over some of the things that 
were presented today. 

First of all, the gentleman from Ver
mont [Mr. JEFFORDS] told us a minute 
ago that it is not accurate to charac
terize the Hawkins amendment as a 
compromise. In fact, the Hawkins 
amendment as presented would 
exempt only wage rates, but would not 
exempt from the requirements or 
from coverage of these contracts; so 
the contractors, all contractors, under 
the Hawkins amendment would still be 
required to fill out these some 11 mil
lion forms a year that are filed in area 
district offices, that are not filed, that 
are not compiled, that are not en
forced because there are too many of 
them, and yet it tends to drive small
and medium-sized contractors away. 

By contrast, the Dickinson amend
ment is a true reform. It is not repeal. 
It simply changes the threshold and 
the results would be that small- or 
medium-sized contractors would be 
able to bid on small- and medium-sized 
contracts. 

The result of the Dickinson amend
ment is that Dickinson would exempt 
some 74 percent of the actual con
tracts, but it would leave coverage of 
prevailing wages in place for 88 per
cent of the Department of Defense 
work by dollar volume. 

Now, let me say that again. Under 
the Dickinson amendment, 88 percent 
of the Department of Defense con
tracts by dollar volume would still be 

covered, but we would be able to take 
that paperwork burden a way from 7 4 
percent of the contracts that are in 
this country. 

The New York Times has called the 
current Davis-Bacon Act a scandal. 

The National Association of Minori
ty Contractors has called it poison, the 
law in its current form is poison to mi
nority contractors. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
current threshold, whether it is $2,000 
or the almost no change of $25,000 
under the Hawkins amendment would 
still preclude minority contractors 
from bidding on Government work, 
would continue the status quo, would 
still drive local jobs away from the 
local economy, would still have that 
essential problem of prohibiting small
and medium-sized growing contractors 
from bidding on Government work. 
That is all we are after. We are after 
jobs in each Member's individual dis
trict, to allow those jobs to be kept lo
cally. 

Let us vote for the Dickinson reform 
to keep the original intent of Davis
Bacon and keep local jobs at home 
building local economies. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is 
not present. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois). Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Members will record their presence 
by electronic device. 

The call was taken by electronic 
device. 

The following Members responded 
to their names: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Armey 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner CTN> 
Bonior<MI> 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boulter 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown <CA> 

[Roll No. 3531 
Brown <CO> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Carney 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Cheney 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman CMOl 
Coleman CTX> 
Collins 
Combest 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crane 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Darden 
Dasch le 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
De Lay 
Dellums 

Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dornan <CA> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart <OH> 
Eckert <NY> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Evans CIL> 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Fish 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Franklin 
Frenzel 



22066 
Gallo Manton 
Gaydos Markey 
Gejdenson Marlenee 
Gekas Martin <IL> 
Gephardt Martin <NY> 
Gibbons Matsui 
Gilman Mavroules 
Gingrich Mazzoli 
Glickman McCain 
Gonzalez McCandless 
Goodling Mccloskey 
Gordon McColl um 
Gradison McCurdy 
Gray <IL> McEwen 
Gray (PA) McGrath 
Green McHugh 
Gregg McKernan 
Guarini McMillan 
Gunderson Meyers 
Hall <OH> Mica 
Hall, Ralph Michel 
Hamilton Mikulski 
Hammerschmidt Miller <OH> 
Hansen Miller <WA> 
Hatcher Mineta 
Hawkins Mitchell 
Hayes Moakley 
Hefner Molinari 
Hendon Mollohan 
Henry Monson 
Hertel Montgomery 
Hiler Moody 
Holt Moorhead 
Hopkins Morrison <WA> 
Horton Mrazek 
Howard Murphy 
Hoyer Murtha 
Hubbard Myers 
Huckaby Natcher 
Hughes Neal 
Hunter Nelson 
Hutto Nichols 
Hyde Nielson 
Ireland Nowak 
Jacobs Oakar 
Jeffords Oberstar 
Jenkins Obey 
Johnson Olin 
Jones <NC> Ortiz 
Jones <OK> Owens 
Kanjorski Oxley 
Kaptur Packard 
Kasich Panetta 
Kast.enmeier Parris 
Kemp Pashayan 
Kennelly Pease 
Kil dee Penny 
Kindness Pepper 
Kleczka Perkins 
Kolbe Petri 
Kolter Pickle 
Kostmayer Porter 
Kramer Price 
LaFalce Pursell 
Lagomarsino Quillen 
Lantos Rahall 
Latta Ray 
Leach <IA> Regula 
Leath <TX> Reid 
Lehman <CA> Richardson 
Lehman <FL> Ridge 
Leland Rinaldo 
Lent Ritter 
Levin <MI> Roberts 
Levine <CA> Robinson 
Lewis <CA> Rodino 
Lewis <FL> Roe 
Lightfoot Roemer 
Lipinski Rogers 
Livingston Rose 
Lloyd Rostenkowski 
Loeffler Roth 
Long Roukema 
Lott Rowland <CT> 
Lowery <CA> Rowland <GA> 
Lowry <WA> Roybal 
Lujan Rudd 
Luken Russo 
Lundine Sabo 
Lungren Savage 
Mack Saxton 
MacKay Schaefer 
Madigan Schneider 
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Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NE> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stenholrn 
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 

Russo). Three hundred ninety-six 
Members have answered to their 
names, a quorum is present, and the 
Committee will resume its business. 

The Chair will state that the gentle
man from California CMr. HAWKINS] 
has 10 minutes remaining and the gen
tleman from Alabama CMr. DICKIN
SON] has 11 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARMEY]. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been here for 
almost 2 hours listening to the debate 
on this important issue, extremely 
grateful that we have an opportunity 
to finally debate this issue in this 
body. 

I have to admit that there have been 
times during the debate when I felt 
very encouraged and very excited, and 
there have been times that have been 
bitterly disappointing to me. Through
out the debate there have been recur
ring allegations that unless you are on 
the committee of jurisdiction, the 
Education and Labor Committee, you 
have no legitimate interest in this 
issue. I take exception to that. 

It has been alleged, I think in quite 
particular terms, when at least on one 
occasion there was a characterization 
of Members of the debate in terms of 
those who are old defendants or oppo
nents of Davis-Bacon, or those of us 
that are so new to this body that we 
do not know what is going on. I am 
new to this body and there are many 
of us who are not members of the Edu
cation and Labor Committee or old 
Members but we understand the histo
ry of Davis-Bacon. I understand the 
history of Davis-Bacon. I have to tell 
you quite frankly I am sorry that it 
was members of my party that intro
duced the legislation, and I am sorry 
that it was a Republican President 
that signed the legislation, because I 
truly believe that it was mean spirited 
legislation passed at the time it was 
passed for mean spirited reasons. 

This amendment is a good amend
ment. It opens opportunity. We need 
to consider this. 

I also applaud the chairman of the 
Education and Labor Committee for 
his amendment. It also opens opportu
nity. But the question is how far 
should we open opportunity. 

I have to tell you, I am a member of 
the Education and Labor Committee. I 
do not believe that committee intends 
to bring this issue up for open, unbi
ased hearings, debate, and floor 
action. 

I would remind the Members of the 
body that we stood down from this De
fense authorization bill for 2 days 
while the framer of this amendment 

Mr. DICKINSON fought for his right to 
get it before the body, 2 days he had 
to fight. 

I want to talk about the opportunity 
I mentioned earlier. If you are an en
trant, either an entrant firm trying to 
get started, or an entrant in the work 
force, if you are unskilled, inexperi
enced, you have the opportunity in 
this country to move to a different lo
cation, to off er to do the job for less, 
to be competitive, to get a start. Some
body will take a chance on you if you 
can off er them to do the job at a lower 
price. 

That opportunity to move to a new 
location, to off er your services at a 
lower price, to get your chance, is 
guaranteed in this country. It is fore
closed by the Davis-Bacon Act, and 
the gentleman's amendment opens 
that opportunity ever so little for so 
many entrepreneurial and occupation
al entrants. 

I recommend that this body vote for 
this amendment and provide an oppor
tunity for people to get started, to 
make their way in this country. 

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
majority leader, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. WRIGHT]. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to say a few words in oppo
sition to the Dickinson amendment 
and in favor of the Hawkins amend
ment. 

This gets down to a very simple 
question: Do we want to use the 
powers of the Government of the 
United States consciously to reduce 
wages? There has been a movement, 
consciously afoot within this branch 
of Government, the administrative 
branch, and exerted to some degree 
consciously through the Defense De
partment, to reduce wages. 

I think that is the wrong direction 
for our society to take. This would be 
achieved if the Dickinson amendment 
were agreed to, because it would 
exempt some 80 percent of all the con
tracts entered into by the Defense De
partment from the guarantees of 
Davis-Bacon. 

Those are not high wage guarantees. 
By very definition, they are guaran
tees that no less than prevailing wages 
shall be paid. In other words, the pur
pose of Davis-Bacon originally was to 
protect workers from exploitation, to 
protect communities from the use of 
the Federal Government's money to 
depress the wage level and reduce 
wages. 

The words of art in the Davis-Bacon 
language are "prevailing wages." 

The determination is made by the 
administration, by the Department of 
Labor. They are the people who decide 
what the prevailing wage is. It is not 
made by labor organizations. It is 
made by the Department of Labor. 
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So the purpose of Davis-Bacon is to 

protect prevailing wages. to keep the 
Government of the United States 
from coming in with a heavy hand and 
actively depressing the wage level in a 
community. 

My dear friend and colleague in the 
adjoining district of mine, my neigh
bor. the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEvl just characterized that entire 
Davis-Bacon philosophy as mean spir
ited. It seems to me that it is quite the 
reverse. and if we were to characterize 
anything as mean spirited. it should 
seem to me that any effort on the part 
of the Government to depress wages 
would be more mean spirited. 

I do not think that the purpose of 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
DICKINSON]. I do not think it con
sciously is to depress wages. But that 
surely would be the effect of the gen
tleman's amendment. If it were to 
remove from the protection of the 
Davis-Bacon wage formula 80 percent 
of the contracts. the probability is 
that it would indeed depress wages. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
HAWKINS] recognizes quite well that 
the effects of inflation have made 
changes in the market. and he is will
ing to accommodate to those changes 
in a realistic way. He is willing to 
reform the level of the Davis-Bacon 
applicability from the existing $2.000 
upward to $25.000. 

That surely is reasonable. If you 
were to use the Congressional Budget 
Office estimate of the effect of infla
tion upon the $2,000 threshold since it 
was established, it would come to some 
$14.000 to make the same level of ac
tivity applicable to the Davis-Bacon 
formula. 

0 1315 
Even the U.S. Department of Com

merce's Composite Cost Index of Con
struction Costs brings it somewhere in 
the vicinity of $20,000. · 

Well. the gentleman from California 
does better than that from the stand
point of those who would exclude con
tracts from Davis-Bacon; he raises it to 
$25,000. The gentleman from Alabama 
would raise it to $250,000; and without 
an effective tool of enforcement to 
prevent those who bid on contracts 
from fragmenting those contracts and 
having several contracts for several 
components of what would truly be 
one contract. thus avoiding the appli
cability of prevailing wage. it surely 
would depress wages. 

Some of my friends who support 
abolishing Davis-Bacon have said in 
support of that idea that what they 
are really trying to do is to help small 
business. or even to help minority 
business by giving them the opportu
nity to bid low and pay their employ
ees low. 

Well. I am not sure that that helps 
small business or minority business. 
but I find it strangely inchoate that 

the gentlemen who are making this ar
gument. when given the opportunity 
last year to vote for a set-aside for 
small business voted against it. 

Only yesterday, when we had the op
portunity for a 10-percent set-aside for 
minority business, the very people 
that are making this argument to pro
tect minority business voted against 
that. 

So it seems to me that the crocodile 
tears that are being spilt in behalf of 
small business and minority business 
for the actual purpose of reducing 
wages are being wasted upon the 
desert air. 

So I ask you. in the interest of 
simply being realistic and reasonable, 
and of giving the Department of Labor 
and the labor organizations of this 
country full and ample opportunity to 
negotiate. as they are presently en
gaged in negotiation. and Secretary 
Brock I am sure, I am told. made that 
point to the gentleman on my left, 
that you will vote down this amend
ment by the gentleman from Alabama. 
and then vote for the reasonable 
amendment by the gentleman from 
California. 

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman. I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
'Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate these 4 minutes so much. It 
has taken us so many years to get to 
this place where we can debate this 
issue and have a final vote. 

I want to answer. as best I can in 
these short minutes. what this 
Member believes the Dickinson 
amendment does and why I support it 
so strongly. This Member voted for 
the minority set-aside last night be
cause the arguments were compelling; 
this Member agrees with the Minority 
Contractors Association, who supports 
this effort today. because I believe it is 
the right thing to do. 

Some Members have honestly said 
they want no reform. They really be
lieve that a 1931 act is just as good 
today as it was then; I do not. This 
Member used to agree with those who 
have expressed the interest of repeal 
and doing away with it. 

I have been persuaded by the argu
ments on this side that would be a mis
take. Therefore. I am for reform of 
Davis-Bacon. 

The insinuation has been made that 
some would vote to cut wages and sala
ries but will not vote to cut anything 
out of the defense budget. This 
Member voted for the Spratt amend
ment, and believed that the $100 mil
lion in savings that the Dickinson 
amendment offers versus the tokenism 
of the opposite extreme today; that 
this is a vital. integral part of a sincere 
budget effort. 

This Member agrees that the issue is 
not prevailing wage; I agree to that. I 
agree that we ought to pay the pre
vailing wage. That is not the issue 

with this amendment. We are talking 
about the threshold. The prevailing 
wage argument is not an argument. 
Even this afternoon on the construc
tion bill. I am not going to argue to do 
away with that; I agree with that. 

So let no one vote based on the argu
ments that have been presented here 
today that it is the prevailing wage ar
gument. 

Now it has been said that inflation is 
$14.000. et cetera. I will quote to you 
and be happy to show any of you that 
the CBO estimates between $20.000 
and $40,000 is the inflation estimate of 
the threshold today. CBO tells me 
today it is $40.000 when you take all of 
the indexes. We can argue about 
which one we want to use. but the real 
one according to CBO is $40.000, if you 
want to do inflation. 

That is why I call this tokenism. Mr. 
Chairman. 

Now. if you want to talk about sav
ings, the Dickinson amendment saves 
$100 million over the next 5 years; the 
substitute will save $2. 78 million. If 
you are talking about contracts. I 
agree it is somewhere between 70 and 
80 percent of the contracts will be ex
empted, and that is what I want to do. 
I want to give small businesses an op
portunity to eliminate the unneces
sary paperwork and restrictions of the 
Davis-Bacon Act. That is what I want 
to do. 

I do not believe that that is going to 
do the things to labor and wages. et 
cetera. that the other side says. Local 
governments support the Dickinson 
amendment; State governments sup
port it; minority contractors support 
it. 

The other point that was made earli
er today is. why. why after 5 years of 
this administration have we not elimi
nated the 11 million pieces. of paper 
that all businesses. small and large, 
have to file weekly in order to comply 
with Davis-Bacon? 

The reason we have not is because it 
is the law. It is the law of Davis-Bacon 
that says "You must comply with the 
Copeland Act." Therefore it is not for 
the President to unilaterally destroy 
that which the Congress has said is 
the law of the land. We have got to do 
that. and we are not even talking 
about that in this amendment; we will 
talk about it this afternoon on the 
Highway Construction Act. because 
that is what I think we ought to do. 
We ought to eliminate the paperwork 
requirements. We ought to make it 
easier. because thereby you give an op
portunity to small businesses. and I 
submit to those small businesses who 
are of a minority nature. the opportu
nity to grab that first rung on the 
ladder. 

My final point today is the same one 
I started with: To those that will 
argue in closing; this is not the time, 
this is not the place. I have stood in 
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this well and been promised hearings 
and action for the last 2 years. Two 
years I have been promised hearings 
and action-and you are going to hear 
it, we have heard it already today-if 
you want reform, if you want to do 
that which is absolutely necessary to 
provide opportunity for small busi
nesses, you will vote for the Dickinson 
amendment and against the tokenism 
of the substitute offered by the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. MITCHELL]. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman for yielding to 
me, and I will not consume more than 
1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I have served on the 
House Small Business Committee for 
15 years, and I have chaired the sub
committee that deals with minority 
business for the last 5 years. In that 
total of 15 years, I have never received 
one single complaint from any minori
ty business with regard to Davis
Bacon, not one. I hear about them in 
terms of capital; I hear about their 
complaints in terms of everything else, 
but I have not received one complaint 
from a single minority business with 
regard to Davis-Bacon. 

Second, before you take for granted 
a hastily prepared letter that came 
from the Association of Minority Con
tractors, I think you ought to take 
into account that that association was 
not polled in the last 2 years on the 
issue of Davis-Bacon. There has been 
no poll by the minority contractors: so 
I do not think that letter offers very 
much in terms of valid opposition or 
support for the proposition. 

I am just delighted that we have got 
all these buddies of minority business
es all of a sudden. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield my remaining time to the chair
man of the subcommittee of jurisdic
tion, the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. MURPHY]. 

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURPHY. I yield to the gentle
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, no 
one can question the fact that the Davis
Bacon law needs to be revised and updated. 
Unfortunately, neither one of the choices 
before us today is satisfactory. 

There is also legitimate criticism against the 
Labor Committees of Congress for their failure 
to recommend legislation that can be consid
ered in an orderly legislative manner. This 
issue is far too important to be considered 
piecemeal on different authorizing bills which 
come before us. 

Frankly, I oppose both amendments be
cause they both miss the mark. One sets the 
threshold too high, the other sets it too low, 
and neither addresses the fundamental prob
lem of Davis-Bacon: the crippling paperwork 
burden on small business. 

Furthermore, neither amendment addresses 
the second biggest problem of Davis-Bacon: 
the manner in which prevailing wages are de
termined by the Department of Labor. 

Both amendments are silent on these 
issues. 

The Congressional Budget Office studied 
Davis-Bacon and suggested that an appropri
ate new threshold for projects would be 
$40,000. Regrettably, the House cannot vote 
on that proposal. Clearly, the Dickinson 
amendment sets far too high a threshold if the 
Congressional Budget Office study is correct. 
The Hawkins amendment is closer, and while 
I will vote for it, I do so under protest that it 
has somewhat too low a threshold, and ad
dresses neither one of the fundamental prob
lems with Davis-Bacon. 

We have heard promises from committee 
members today that they would move ahead 
expeditiously with genuine reform of Davis
Bacon. I hope that they are not empty prom
ises. I first called for Davis-Bacon reform 
when I offered my first House budget more 
than 5 years ago. The Labor Committees 
need to start showing some action toward 
reform. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURPHY. I yield to the gentle
man from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. Chair
man, I intend to vote no on the Dickinson 
amendment on Davis-Bacon because I think 
the amendment goes too far, but I want my 
colleagues to understand that I support the 
Hawkins substitute, because I believe that 
reform of the Davis-Bacon Act is necessary 
and important. 

If the Dickinson amendment fails, the Haw
kins substitute will propose a $25,000 thresh
old for the Davis-Bacon Act. That increases 
the threshold from its present $2,000 to 
$25,000. I support that reform. I think it's over
due, and I intend to vote for it. 

The Hawkins-Murphy substitute will elimi
nate Davis-Bacon requirements for 14 percent 
of the Department of Defense contracts, and I 
think that's appropriate. 

Again I want to emphasize that I intend to 
support this reform because reform of Davis
Bacon is overdue. 

Mr. DICKINSON'S proposal would eliminate 
the Davis-Bacon requirements for 80 percent 
of DOD contracts, and I think that's inappro
priate. As I understand it, even the Secretary 
of Labor who appeared before a Republican 
caucus said the $250,000 threshold is out of 
line. 

So, let's defeat the Dickinson amendment 
and then let's support the Hawkins-Murphy 
amendment that provides the right kind of 
reform of Davis-Bacon. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURPHY. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I want to compli
ment the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. D1cK-
1NsoN] for bringing this issue before us. I think 
it's clear that the Davis-Bacon Act needs to 
be reformed. And while I believe the Davis
Bacon Act needs to be reformed, there is a 
difference between reform and a threat of 
repeal. I believe the gent!eman's amendment 

goes too far and defeats the basic purpose of 
the Davis-Bacon Act. For that reason, I must 
oppose the Dickinson amendment. 

I have always been a supporter of Davis
Bacon because I believe that if you're going 
to be awarded a government construction 
contract, you ought to pay a fair wage and 
have very qualified workers. The Davis-Bacon 
Act has served to further that requirement, but 
Davis-Bacon was written more than 50 years 
ago. I believe we need to update Davis-Bacon 
because the $2,000 limit is too low. The 
$2,000 limit may have made sense in the 
1930's, but I'm not sure it is applicable today. 

The Dickinson amendment raises the 
threshold, and the threshold should be raised, 
but the Dickinson amendment just goes too 
far. Frankly, the committee substitute does not 
raise the threshold high enough, in my opin
ion. But the committee substitute is a whole 
lot closer to where we need to be than the 
Dickinson amendment. I could support a 
higher threshold than $25,000, but that alter
native is not before us today. Therefore, I will 
oppose the Dickinson amendment, but I be
lieve we need to revisit this issue again next 
year and adopt a more reasonable threshold. 

Raising the threshold from $2,000 to 
$25,000 is a beginning. It's the first time we 
have changed the figure in 50 years. That is 
definite progress, but it is not enough. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURPHY. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I agree with my 
colleague from Oklahoma, JIM JONES, that the 
choice today is between one Davis-Bacon 
threshold that is too low and another that is 
perhaps too high. I also concur with Mr. 
JONES that the key issues of paperwork for 
small businesses and wage rate computation 
formulas are not adequately addressed by 
either the Dickinson or the Hawkins amend
ments. I appreciate the fact that a public com
mitment was made here on the House floor 
today by the leadership of the Education and 
Labor Committee to review and propose com
prehensive reform in Davis-Bacon in the near 
future. As a member of the Education and 
Labor Committee, I look forward to participat
ing in those deliberations. 

However, we all know that if we adopt the 
Dickinson amendment to the Defense Authori
zation bill there will be no opportunity for 
debate in this area during conference with the 
Senate. 

By opposing the Dickinson amendment and 
supporting the Hawkins amendment, we will 
give the House conferees and opportunity to 
meet the Senate part way on this matter. But 
we must go beyond the 1-year Defense Au
thorization bill and enact permanent reform for 
all Government agencies and programs. 

Currently, negotiations are underway be
tween the Department of Labor and union 
leaders. I am confident that they will address 
many crucial issues-wage computation, size 
of contracts, job classifications, and others
in a manner that can satisfy many of the legiti
mate complaints by local governments and 
business groups and also be sensitive to le
gitimate worker interests. 



August 15, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 22069 
The Education and Labor Committee will 

certainly give strong consideration to the re
forms recommended by the Department of 
Labor and the concerns reflected by working 
men and women. 

I'm pleased that with the Hawkins amend
ment we are beginning the necessary process 
of fair Davis-Bacon reform and trust that this 
Defense Authorization bill is the first step 
toward similar reform covering all other agen
cies and departments. 

I expect work in the Education and Labor 
Committee will result in such legislation in the 
very near future. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op
position to the Dickinson amendment to raise 
the Davis-Bacon "threshold" on military con
struction contracts to $250,000. 

Supporters of this amendment claim that in
creasing the threshold of the Davis-Bacon Act 
will achieve a savings for the Federal Govern
ment of about $2 billion over a 5-year period. 
While such savings are immediately attractive, 
the fact remains that implementation of this 
amendment will result in unfair competition on 
military contracts and, more importantly, the 
loss of hundreds of thousands of jobs around 
the country. 

The Davis-Bacon Act, as enacted in 1931, 
ensures equal and fair competition for bids on 
federally funded work projects. Local contrac
tors are put on equal footing with those 
across the Nation. Repeal or weakening of 
Davis-Bacon would disrupt the local labor 
market and force working men and women to 
pay the price. 

I refuse to support an amendment that asks 
laborers to take a paycut while waste in the 
Defense Department flourishes at an unprece
dented rate. It is absurd to believe that a 
threshold increase of this amount would bene
fit anyone but big business. I think that if we 
are truly concerned about eliminating waste in 
the defense budget we should focus on stop
ping defense contractors from overcharging 
the Government. 

Allow me to explain what I mean. On Octo
ber 30, 1985, Rockwell International Corp. 
pleaded guilty to charges that one of its divi
sions had made false statements to the Gov
ernment regarding an Air Force ADP contract. 

In December of last year, Hydrid Compo
nents Inc., a Massachusetts manufacturer of 
semiconductors and other electronic compo
nents, was charged with criminal fraud in con
nection with the manufacture and testing of 
products Hybrid supplied under Government 
subcontracts. 

On June 23, 1986, TRW Inc., was charged 
with fraudulently mischarging the Government 
on defense subcontracts for aircraft parts and 
equipment. 

The Justice Department has filed a suit 
which would make the compnay liable for at 
least $20 million. Execuair Corp., a Los Ange
les based aircraft parts manufacturing firm, 
has been indicted on charges that they sold 
counterfeit, defective parts to the Air Force. 

On March 26, 1986, the Justice Department 
sued Gernal Dynamics for defrauding the Gov
ernment, alleging that the firm's Pomona Divi
sion mischarged the Pentagon by millions of 
dollars during 1979 and 1980 on a contract to 
build a prototype antiaircraft gun. 

As the Members of this body are well 
aware, this litany does not begin to touch on 
the magnitude of the problem. Reports of 
waste and fraud by defense contractors are 
commonplace. Now, I ask my colleagues, 
should we reduce a welder's or bricklayer's 
wages in order to accommodate this wasteful 
action? 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot in good conscious 
support an amendment that will force hard 
working men and women to take a cut in pay 
while defense contractors continue to steal 
millions of dollars from the Federal Govern
ment. I urge my colleagues to defeat this 
amendment. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I support the 
Hawkins amendment. It is, by far, the superior 
choice between the two amendments. 

I voted "no" to the Dickinson amendment 
because I believe the $250,000 threshold pro
posed in that amendment is unrealistic at this 
time. I agree Davis-Bacon needs amending in 
order to reflect the changes in wages and 
monetary values over the past decades. The 
Hawkins amendment, will begin the task to 
accomplish that goal. The most important 
issue is reform of the Davis-Bacon law. It is 
crucial, and because I believe that, I will sup
port the amendment. 

Raising the unrealistic $2,000 threshold is 
reform that would provide the greatest assist
ance to small businesses. It must be raised to 
some degree to force the reforms necessary. 
Because a small amount of work in the mili
tary construction is done through a large 
number of small contracts, change is appropri
ate and reasonable. 

The current law is too restrictive. With this 
reform of Davis-Bacon, basic coverage would 
continue for the vast majority of workers. At 
the same time, significant competition on 
many small contracts would be opened up for 
the first for many small contractors and their 
employees. This could be a real stimulus for 
expanding small businesses. Small business
es, after all, provide the most new jobs. The 
act, as it stands, if unfavorable toward small 
businesses. 

I stand in favor of reducing Federal costs, 
reducing unnecessary paperwork for the small 
businesses, and all measures which will allow 
small businesses to grow and prosper, in turn 
providing an ever growing workforce. 

I am convinced that reform is the most criti
cal aspect of this issue, I am compelled to 
vote for this measure. 

0 1325 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, we re

quested the CBO to do a study. We 
have heard these figures all day long. 
We have been quoting accurate fig
ures. CBO on August 14, 1986, based 
upon the $25,000 threshold the 
amendment of Chairman HAWKINS, 
would be 1.3 percent of the total 
volume, would equate to a $55 million 
savings. The gentleman has pointed 
out that his amendment, at the 
$250,000 level, would equate to close to 
some $100 million savings. We go to a 
$55 million savings. So I am pointing 
out to the gentleman this is a true 
compromise, a true half-way mark 
that we are coming to after a lot of ex-

haustive study by the members of the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

We have been working on this bill, 
contrary to the allegations that have 
been made. In closing, Mr. Chairman, 
I would like to point out to my col
leagues that we have been told in this 
entire 2-hour debate about the prevail
ing wage, the prevailing wage. And 
they keep insisting on that side that 
these prevailing wages are driving up 
the astronomical cost of government. 

Let me point out to you, my col
leagues, a couple of the prevailing 
wages that have been granted by this 
Department of Labor this year. 

For those who claim Davis-Bacon 
supports high-paid construction work
ers, let me quote these· statistics: On 
April 17, 1986, the Department of 
Labor determined that heavy con
struction work in Martin County, FL, 
which is on the east coast, the gold 
coast of Florida, that the basic prevail
ing wage should be $3.35 per hour, the 
minimum wage. 

At Kings Bay, GA, at the Trident 
submarine base, laborers are paid 
$4. 70 per hour under the prevailing 
wage for a Government contract. 

For this year alone, no less than 43.6 
percent of the wage determinations 
issued by this present Department of 
Labor for a given geographical area 
contained wage rates of $5.30 or less. 
These are prevailing wages. Certainly 
not astronomical and certainly are not 
driving up the cost. They are the bare 
minimum wages, providing these la
borers with a bare $10,000 a year, $900 
below the poverty level. 

I would submit to all of the Mem
bers that we have been working dili
gently on this measure. We will con
tinue to work on it. I can tell it is the 
intent of my subcommittee to have a 
bill reported out of our subcommittee 
for consideration next year by the 
next Congress, of a reaffirmation of 
Davis-Bacon with thresholds that are 
different than perhaps are proposed 
today but after we have finished our 
work, I beg the Members allow us to 
finish our work, grant this 1-year ex
tension with the Hawkins amendment 
as a compromise, vote against Dickin
son and support Hawkins and we will 
have a true compromise next year. We 
will have our work finished. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself my remaining time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
Russo). The gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. DICKINSON] is recognized for 4 
minutes to close debate on the Davis
Bacon amendment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
ladies and gentlemen of the Commit
tee, it is very difficult in the 4 minutes 
remaining to set in order and to cor
rect the facts that should be made 
here. Let me try as best I can. 

You hear pictures conjured up ver
bally of starving children, families 
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that are going to be forced into sub
standard living conditions if we raise 
the threshold on Davis-Bacon. 

Ladies and gentlemen of the Com
mittee, there are $8,300 million in the 
military construction budget. This 
only affects and takes out of the 
$8,300 million, or 12 percent. 

It leaves 88 percent of over $8 billion 
not even touched. And they would 
have you think everybody is going to 
the poor house, is going to be bank
rupt. Eighty-eight percent of all Davis
Bacon moneys are not touched by my 
amendment. 

Seventy percent of the little con
tracts, the smaller contracts are af
fected. That means that big contrac
tors cannot come in and compete with 
the smaller contractors. I think that is 
fair. 

They are not worried about union 
wages or whatever, the big contrac
tors, they are union anyway. 

So that gives us 70 percent of the 
contracts, over 70 percent where the 
small business man can go in and com
pete on a level playing field. But do 
not forget 88 percent is not even 
touched. 

Let me ask you this, you have heard 
it said, "Give us a chance to turn out 
legislation." Give them a chance? This 
statute has been on the books for 50 
years. It has not been changed. We 
have been begging for a change. For 2 
years they have been before our com
mittee trying to get something done 
and the Committee on Education and 
Labor people say, "Wait, we will give 
you a hearing, we will give you a hear
ing." They have not given them a 
hearing in 2 years. Maybe this is a 
prize pull, to get something out. That 
is what it is going to take because they 
are going to kill it if something does 
not happen. "Give them a chance to 
get it out?" My God, how much 
chance do you need? 

Do you know what alternative they 
are offering, what the sop is? Throw 
them a bone. 

They want the threshold to be 
$25,000, not $250,000. Let me ask you, 
ladies and gentlemen of the Commit
tee, what do you think you can build 
for $25,000? Can you build one home 
for $25,000? The alternative they are 
offering, the fair compromise is to 
maybe let the military department, 
the Department of Defense, build one 
garage, one garage. They cannot build 
one house for the threshold they 
would put. 

What I am asking you is that I am 
talking from the Department of De
fense as a serviceman now. If you put 
this in and let us raise the threshold 
to $250,000, and this is the first break 
we have had in 50 years-they did ev
erything they could to keep it from 
getting to the floor, even denied my 
rule until we finally got their atten
tion-let us put this in and help the 
serviceman because it is estimated 

that in the next 5 years the savings 
alone-you are interested in saving 
money out of defense spending? We 
can build over $100 million worth of 
family housing without one nickel of 
cost extra over what is presently in 
place. 

We have seen people come in this 
well, you have on the defense bill, 
with a hammer, or a coffee pot, as 
graphic and as effective. It helps you 
get emotional. Three hundred dollars 
per hammer, $700 for a coffee pot, 
$600 for a toilet seat. "Oh, let us save. 
What a waste that is." Let me tell you, 
if you want to save we are talking 
about billions in savings, right here, 
billions, and it would not cost you any
thing. Just raise the threshold, give us 
a straight shot, vote for the committee 
position, vote for this. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
Russo). The question is on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] as a substi
tute for the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HAWKINS]. 

The question was taken, and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced 
that the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 167, noes 
244, not voting 20, as follows: 

Andrews 
Anthony 
Archer 
Armey 
Badham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boulter 
Broomfield 
Brown <CO> 
Byron 
Callahan 
Carney 
Chandler 
Cheney 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Combest 
Craig 
Crane 
Daniel 
Darden 
De Lay 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dornan<CA> 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Eckert<NY> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Fiedler 

[Roll No. 354) 

AYES-167 
Fields Mack 
Franklin MacKay 
Frenzel Marlenee 
Gekas Martin <IL> 
Gibbons Martin <NY> 
Gingrich McCain 
Goodling McCandless 
Gradison McColl um 
Gregg Mccurdy 
Gunderson McEwen 
Hall, Ralph McKernan 
Hammerschmidt McMillan 
Hansen Meyers 
Hatcher Michel 
Hefner Miller <OH> 
Hendon Miller <WA> 
Henry Molinari 
Hiler Monson 
Holt Montgomery 
Hopkins Moorhead 
Huckaby Morrison <WA> 
Hunter Myers 
Hutto Neal 
Hyde Nelson 
Ireland Nichols 
Jeffords Nielson 
Jenkins Oxley 
Kasi ch Packard 
Kindness Parris 
Kolbe Petri 
Kramer Porter 
Lagomarsino Pursell 
Latta Quillen 
Leach <IA> Ray 
Leath <TX> Ritter 
Lewis <FL> Roberts 
Lightfoot Roemer 
Livingston Rogers 
Loeffler Roth 
Lott Roukema 
Lowery <CA> Rudd 
Lujan Schaefer 
Lungren Schuette 

Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith <NE> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
As pin 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner <TN> 
Bonior<Mll 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Dell urns 
Dicks 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart <OH> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <Mil 
Ford <TN) 
Frank 
Frost 
Gallo 

August 15, 1986 
Sn owe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tauke 

NOES-244 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gray <IL> 
Gray CPA> 
Green 
Guarini 
HallCOHl 
Hamilton 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hertel 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <OK> 
Jones CTN> 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kemp 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Lehman <CA> 
Lehman <FL> 
Leland 
Lent 
Levin <MD 
Levine <CA> 
Lewis <CA> 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowry<WA> 
Luken 
Lundine 
Madigan 
Manton 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McDade 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Mineta 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Panetta 
Pas hay an 

Tauzin 
Taylor 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Watkins 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Woll 
Young<FL> 

Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NJ> 
Solarz 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<MO> 
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NOT VOTING-20 

Bedell 
Bentley 
Breaux 
Campbell 
Chappie 
Dannemeyer 
Erdreich 

Evans <IA> 
Flippo 
Fowler 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Grotberg 
Hartnett 

0 1350 

Hillis 
Martinez 
Moore 
Morrison <CT> 
Thomas <CA> 
Zschau 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Thomas of California for, with Mr. 

MARTINEZ against. 
Mr. Chappie for, with Mr. Morrison of 

Connecticut against. 
Mr. COUGHLIN changed his vote 

from "aye" to "no." 
So the amendment offered as a sub

stitute was rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I inad
vertently voted against the Dickinson 
Davis-Bacon amendment to the DOD 
authorization bill. As a cosponsor of 
H.R. 472, the Davis-Bacon Reform 
Act, and a strong believer in major re
forms of the Davis-Bacon-Act, it was 
my intention to vote for the Dickinson 
amendment. I regret this error. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
Russo). The question is on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HAWKINS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced 
that the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 406, noes 
5, not voting 20, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 

CRoll No. 3551 

AYES-406 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boulter 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown <CA> 
Brown <CO> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camey 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman CMO> 
Coleman <TX> 

Collins 
Combest 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crane 
Crockett 
Darden 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dornan<CA> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 

Dyson Lehman <FL> 
Early Leland 
Eckart <OH> Lent 
Eckert <NY> Levin <MI> 
Edgar Levine <CA> 
Edwards <CA> Lewis <CA> 
Edwards <OK> Lewis <FL> 
Emerson Lightfoot 
English Lipinski 
Evans <IL> Livingston 
Fascell Lloyd 
Fawell Loeffler 
Fazio Long 
Feighan Lott 
Fiedler Lowery <CA> 
Fields Lowry <WA> 
Fish Lujan 
Florio Luken 
Foley Lundine 
Ford <MI> Lungren 
Ford <TN> Mack 
Frank MacKay 
Franklin Madigan 
Frenzel Manton 
Frost Markey 
Gallo Marlenee 
Gaydos Martin <IL> 
Gejdenson Martin <NY> 
Gekas Matsui 
Gephardt Mavroules 
Gibbons Mazzoli 
Gilman McCain 
Gingrich McCandless 
Glickman McCloskey 
Gonzalez McColl um 
Goodling Mccurdy 
Gordon McDade 
Gradison McEwen 
Gray <IL> McGrath 
Gray CPA> McHugh 
Green McKernan 
Gregg McKinney 
Guarini McMillan 
Gunderson Meyers 
Hall <OH> Mica 
Hall, Ralph Michel 
Hamilton Mikulski 
Hammerschmidt Miller <OH> 
Hansen Miller <WA> 
Hatcher Mineta 
Hawkins Mitchell 
Hayes Moakley 
Hefner Molinari 
Hendon Mollohan 
Henry Monson 
Hertel Montgomery 
Hiler Moody 
Holt Moorhead 
Hopkins Morrison <WA> 
Horton Mrazek 
Howard Murphy 
Hoyer Murtha 
Hubbard Myers 
Huckaby Natcher 
Hughes Neal 
Hunter Nelson 
Hutto Nichols 
Hyde Nielson 
Ireland Nowak 
Jacobs Oakar 
Jeffords Oberstar 
Jenkins Obey 
Johnson Olin 
Jones <NC> Ortiz 
Jones <OK> Owens 
Jones <TN> Oxley 
Kanjorski Packard 
Kaptur Panetta 
Kasi ch Parris 
Kastenmeier Pashayan 
Kemp Pease 
Kennelly Penny 
Kildee Pepper 
Kindness Petri 
Kleczka Pickle 
Kolbe Porter 
Kolter Price 
Kostmayer Pursell 
Kramer Quillen 
LaFalce Rahall 
Lagomarsino Rangel 
Lantos Ray 
Latta Regula 
Leach <IA> Reid 
Leath CTX> Richardson 
Lehman <CA> Ridge 

Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland CCT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NE> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strang 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 

Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 

De Lay 
Dell urns 

Bedell 
Breaux 
Campbell 
Chappie 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Erdreich 

Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 

NOES-5 
Foglietta 
Miller <CA> 

Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 

Perkins 

NOT VOTING-20 
Evans <IA> 
Flippo 
Fowler 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Grotberg 
Hartnett 

D 1400 

Hillis 
Martinez 
Moore 
Morrison <CT> 
Thomas <CA> 
Zschau 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 

DOWNEY of New York). Under the 
rule, the next amendment in order is 
amendment No. 115. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee now rise and 
report the bill back and strike every
thing after the enacting clause. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
motion is not in writing or in the 
proper form. The gentleman may offer 
it when it is. 

Under the rule, amendment No. 116 
has been offered and agreed to. 

Under the rule, amendment No. 117 
is now in order. 

Does the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DANNEMEYER] wish to off er his 
amendment? 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman will state his parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. BADHAM, What is before the 
House, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair has just called for amendment 
No. 117. The Chair does not observe 
its author present. 

The Chair observes that amendment 
No. 118 has been offered and agreed 
to. 

The Chair now will call amendment 
No. 119. 

Does the gentleman from New 
Mexico CMr. RICHARDSON] desire to 
off er his amendment? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
I withdraw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman wishes not to off er his 
amendment? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
that is correct. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
next amendment in order is amend
ment No. 120, which has been offered 
and accepted. 

The next amendment in order is 
amendment No. 121. 
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Does the gentleman from New 

Mexico CMr. RICHARDSON] desire to 
off er his amendment? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
I will not off er the amendment. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the chairman of the Military Con
struction Subcommittee for the pur
pose of engaging in a colloquy with 
the gentlewoman from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from 
California. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin CMr. 
AsPIN] must be on his feet and he 
must yield the time to the gentlewom
an from California. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman. 

A part of the Hamilton Air Force 
Base in Nevada, California, has been 
sold by the GSA pending final details. 
The Navy is planning to construct 300 
units of housing at Hamilton and local 
officials have been particularly con
cerned that these units would be built 
on the parcel known as the Commis
sary Triangle section; however, the 
staff has assured us that this is not so 
and that the units will be located else
where on the site. 

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
from California CMr. DELLUMS] con
firm that this is so? 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I would say to my distinguished col
league, the gentlewoman from Calif or
nia, that she is absolutely correct. The 
300 units that are authorized in this 
legislation for the San Francisco area 
will be located on two parcels of land 
contiguous to the family housing 
where 1,200 units are presently located 
on the site. I would say that they are 
not-and I would emphasize for the 
purpose of emphasis, they are not 
planned to be located on the section 
known as the Commissary Triangle. 

I hope that is responsive to the gen
tlewoman's question. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the good gentleman for his re
sponse and I thank the chairman for 
yielding. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
DOWNEY). Under the rule, the next 
amendment in order is amendment 
No. 123. The amendment will not be 
offered. 

The next amendment in order is 
amendment No. 124, which has been 
agreed to. 

The next amendment in order is 
amendment No. 125. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WIRTH 
Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WIRTH: At the 

end of division C <page 353, after line 10), 
add the following new title: 

TITLE IV-NUCLEAR WINTER 
RESEARCH 

SECTION 3301. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Nuclear 

Winter Research Act of 1986". 
SEC. 3302. PURPOSE. 

It is the purpose of this title to-
< 1 > authorize $8,500,000 in each of the 

next five fiscal years for Department of De
fense funding of research on the nuclear 
winter theory by reducing by an equal 
amount the authorization for strategic nu
clear weapons research programs; 

<2> authorize $2,500,000 for Department of 
Energy funding of research on the nuclear 
winter theory by reducing by an equal 
amount the authorization for strategic nu
clear weapons research programs; 

<3> encourage the development of a nucle
ar winter scientific research program that 
encompasses all potential consequences of 
nuclear explosions and nuclear exchanges, 
including atmospheric, climatic, biological, 
health, and environmental consequences; 

(4) promote the development of a bal
anced scientific research program which 
makes increased use of university and non
governmental research organizations; and 

(5) establish a commission, to be chaired 
by the Secretary of Defense and appointed 
by the President, in consultation with the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the President pro tempore of the 
Senate, to examine the science and defense 
policy implications of the nuclear winter 
theory. 
SEC. 3303. AUTHORIZATION FOR NUCLEAR WINTER 

RESEARCH. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION.-
( 1) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE.-Of the funds 

appropriated to the Department of Defense 
for each of fiscal years 1987 through 1991 
for research, development, test, and evalua
tion for defense agencies, the Secretary of 
Defense shall obligate not less than 
$8,500,000 for nuclear winter research as de
scribed in subsection (b) for each of such 
fiscal years. 

(2) DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY.-Of the funds 
appropriated to the Department of Energy 
for each of fiscal years 1987 through 1991 
for research and development for weapons 
activities, the Secretary of Energy shall ob
ligate not less than $2,500,000 for nuclear 
winter research as described in subsection 
(b) during each of such fiscal years. 

(3) ALLOCATION FOR DEFENSE NUCLEAR 
AGENCY.-$8,000,000 of the amount obligated 
pursuant to paragraph < 1 > shall be allocated 
to the Secretary of Defense, who, acting 
through the director of the Defense Nuclear 
Agency, shall distribute such funds to gov
ernment and nongovernment agencies and 
research organizations for nuclear winter 
research as described in subsection (b). 

(4) ALLOCATION FOR COMMISSION.-$500,000 
of the amount obligated pursuant to para
graph < 1 > shall be used to carry out section 
3304 of this title. 

Cb> PuRPOSEs.-The funds authorized 
under subsection <a> shall be used for the 
following purposes: 

< 1) to improve computer modeling efforts 
on the short- and long-term climatic effects 
of nuclear winter; 

<2> to expand field research in areas relat
ed to the nuclear winter theory, including 
fire ignition, smoke production and composi
tion, and smoke plume dynamics; 

<3> to create a substantial research pro
gram on the atmospheric, climatic, biologi
cal, health, and environmental conse
quences of nuclear explosions and nuclear 
exchanges; and 

<4> to develop new sources of research 
apart from government laboratories and 
agencies, including universities, nongovern
mental laboratories, and research organiza
tions. 

Cc> REPORT.-The Secretary of Defense, 
acting through the Director of the Defense 
Nuclear Agency, and the Secretary of 
Energy shall each submit to Congress by 
the end of each of fiscal years 1987 through 
1991 a detailed report on the allocation of 
funds appropriated pursuant to the authori
zation in subsection Ca>. The report shall in
clude a list of the recipients of such funds, 
the research which such funds were used 
for, and information on the progress of such 
research. 
SEC. 330.t. NUCLEAR WINTER STUDY COMMISSION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established 
a commission to be known as the "Nuclear 
Winter Study Commission" <hereinafter in 
this title referred to as the "Commission">. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.-
( 1) COMPOSITION.-The Commission shall 

be composed of 13 members as follows: 
<A> The Secretary of Defense <or his dele

gate>. 
<B> 12 persons appointed within 30 days 

after the date of the enactment of this title 
by the President, six of whom shall be from 
a list of 10 persons submitted to the Presi
dent by the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives, and six of whom shall be from a 
list of 10 persons submitted to the President 
by the President pro tempore of the Senate. 
The persons on the lists submitted shall be 
persons who are specially qualified to serve 
on the Commission by virtue of their educa
tion, training, or experience in-

(i) defense policy in the areas of nuclear 
weapons, arms control, and civil defense 
policies, or 

(ii) atmospheric, climatic, biological, 
health, or environmental sciences, or other 
appropriate sciences, 
and who have knowledge and experience in 
nuclear winter theory. 

(2) CHAIRMAN.-The Secretary of Defense 
or his delegate shall act as chairman of the 
Commission. 

<3> TERM.-The term of office of each 
member shall be for the life of the Commis
sion. A vacancy in the Commission shall not 
affect its powers and shall be filled in the 
manner in which the original appointment 
was made. 

<4> ExPENSEs.-Each member of the Com
mission shall be reimbursed for travel ex
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist
ence, as authorized by section 5703 of title 5, 
United States Code, for persons in Govern
ment service employed intermittently. 

Cc> DuTIES.-The duties of the Commis
sion are as follows: 
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<l> STUDY.-The Commission shall con

duct a comprehensive study on the atmos
pheric, climatic, biological, health, and envi
ronmental consequences of nuclear explo
sions and nuclear exchanges and the impli
cations that such consequences have for the 
nuclear weapons, arms control, and civil de
fense policies of the United States. 

<2> REPORT.-Not later than one year after 
appointment of the Commission, the Com
mission shall submit to the President and 
the Congress an unclassified report suitable 
for release to the public, with classified ad
denda if necessary, on the study conducted 
under paragraph C 1 ). The report shall con
tain the following: 

<A> A detailed review and assessment of 
the findings in the current body of domestic 
and international scientific literature on the 
atmospheric, climatic, biological, health, 
and environmental consequences of nuclear 
explosions and nuclear exchanges. 

CB) A thorough evaluation of the implica
tions that such finds have on-

<D the nuclear weapons policy of the 
United States, especially with regard to 
strategy, targeting, planning, command, 
control, procurement, and deployment; 

(ii) the nuclear arms control policy of the 
United States; and 

(iii) the civil defense policy of the United 
States. 

CC> A discussion of the manner in which 
the results of such evaluation of policy im
plications will be incorporated into the nu
clear weapons, arms control, and civil de
fense policies of the United States. 

CD> An analysis of the extent to which 
current scientific findings on the conse
quences of nuclear explosions are being 
studied, disseminated, and used in the 
Soviet Union. 

(d) POWERS.-
( 1 > The Commission or any member it au

thorizes may, for the purpose of carrying 
out this title, hold such hearings, sit and act 
at such times and places, request such at
tendance, take such testimony and receive 
such evidence, as the Commission considers 
appropriate. The Commission or any such 
member may administer oaths or affirma
tions to witnesses appearing before it. 

<2> The Commission may obtain from any 
department or agency of the United States 
information that it considers useful in the 
discharge of its duties. Upon request of the 
Chairman, the head of such department or 
agency shall furnish such information to 
the Commission to the extent permitted by 
law. 

<3> The Commission may appoint and fix 
the pay of such personnel as it considers ap
propriate, in accordance with the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act C5 App. U.S.C. 1 et 
seq.> 

<4> The Commission may request the head 
of any Federal agency to assign, with or 
without reimbursement, any personnel of 
such agency to the Commission to assist in 
carrying out the Commission's duties under 
this title. 

<5> The Commission may obtain the serv
ices of experts and consultants in accord
ance with the provisions of section 3109 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

<6> The Commission may solicit, accept, 
use, and dispose of donations of money, 
property, or services. 

<7> The Commission may use the United 
States mails in the same manner and under 
the same conditions as other departments 
and agencies of the United States. 

<S> The Administrator of General Services 
shall provide to the Commission on a reim-
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bursable basis such administrative support 
services as the Commission may request. 

(9) The Commission may procure by con
tract any supplies, services, and property, 
including the conduct of research and the 
preparation of reports by Government agen
cies and private firms, necessary to dis
charge the duties of the Commission, in ac
cordance with applicable laws and regula
tions and to the extent or in such amounts 
as are provided in appropriation Acts. 

Ce) TERMINATION.-The Commission shall 
terminate upon submission of its report to 
the President and the Congress under sub
section <c>. 

(f) SUBJECT TO FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMIT
TEE ACT.-The Commission is subject to the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act C5 App. 
U.S.C. 1 et seq.) to the extent such Act is 
not inconsistent with this section. 
MODIFICATION OF AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 

WIRTH 
Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to modify my 
amendment. 

The C.HAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modification to the amendment offered 

by Mr. WIRTH: Modify the amendment to 
read as follows: At the end of division C 
<page 353, after line 10), add the following 
new title: 

TITLE IV-NUCLEAR WINTER 
RESEARCH 

SEC. 3301. AUTHORIZATION FOR NUCLEAR WINTER 
RESEARCH. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.-
Cl) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE.-Funds are 

hereby authorized to be appropriated to the 
Department of Defense for fiscal year 1987 
for nuclear winter research as described in 
subsection <b> in the amount of $8,500,000. 

(2) DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY.-Funds are 
hereby authorized to be appropriated to the 
Department of Energy for fiscal year 1987 
for nuclear winter research as described in 
subsection Cb) in the amount of $2,500,000. 

Cb) P"vRPOSEs.-The funds authorized 
under subsection <a> are for the following 
purposes: 

<l> To improve computer modeling efforts 
on the short- and long-term climatic effects 
of nuclear winter. 

<2> To expand field research in areas relat
ed to the nuclear winter theory, including 
fire ignition, smoke production and composi
tion, and smoke plume dynamics. 

C3) To create a substantial research pro
gram on the atmospheric, climatic, biologi
cal, health, and environmental conse
quences of nuclear explosions and nuclear 
exchanges. 

(4) To contract with the National Acade
my of Sciences to carry out an independent 
evaluation and submit a report as described 
in section 3302Cc>. 

<c> REPORT.-Not later than September 30, 
1987, the Secretary of Defense and the Sec
retary of Energy shall each submit to Con
gress a detailed report on the allocation of 
funds appropriated pursuant to the authori
zation in subsection <a>. The report shall in
clude a list of the recipients of such funds 
and the research for which such funds were 
used. 
SEC. 3302. NUCLEAR WINTER STUDY AND REPORT. 

<a> STUDY.-The Secretary of Defense 
shall conduct a comprehensive study on the 
atomospheric, climatic, biological, health, 
and environmental consequences of nuclear 
explosions and nuclear exchanges and the 

implications that such consequences have 
for the nuclear weapons, arms control, and 
civil defense policies of the United States. 

Cb> REPORT.-Not later than November 1, 
1987, the Secretary shall submit to the 
President and the Congress an unclassified 
report suitable for release to the public, 
with classified addenda if necessary, on the 
study conducted under subsection <a>. The 
report shall contain the following: 

C 1) A detailed review and assessment of 
the findings in the current body of domestic 
and international scientific literature on the 
atmospheric, climatic, biological, health, 
and environmental consequences of nuclear 
explosions and nuclear exchanges. 

C2) A thorough evaluation of the implica
tions that such findings have on-

<A> the nuclear weapons policy of the 
United States, especially with regard to 
strategy, targeting, planning, command, 
control, procurement, and deployment; 

CB> the nuclear arms control policy of the 
United States; and 

CC) the civil defense policy of the United 
States. 

(3) A discussion of the manner in which 
the results of such evaluation of policy im
plications will be incorporated into the nu
clear weapons, arms control, and civil de
fense policies of the United States. 

C4) An analysis of the extent to which cur
rent scientific findings on the consequences 
of nuclear explosions are being studied, dis
seminated, and used in the Soviet Union. 

(5) A plan for a five-year research pro
gram to advance understanding of nuclear 
winter and an estimate of the funding nec
essary to carry out such a research program. 

(C) EVALUATION OF REPORT.-Upon submis
sion of the report under subsection Cb), the 
Secretary shall contract with the National 
Academy of Sciences to-

<l >make an independent evaluation of the 
material contained in the report; and 

<2> not later than April 1, 1988, submit a 
report to the Secretary of Defense and to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives, 
setting forth the results of the evaluation 
and any recommendations pertaining to the 
contents of the report, including the plan 
for the five-year research program. 

Mr. WIRTH <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the modification be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. 

Without objection the modification is 
agreed to. 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. WIRTH]. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, I am of
fering this amendment on behalf of 
myself, the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. GINGRICH], the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. LEACH], and the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. ROEMER]. 

The changes in this amendment are 
very simple to the legislation which we 
have introduced three times over the 
last 3 years. This legislation was ac-
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cepted last year and the year before to 
the bill. 

This year, we have reduced the 
amendment's authorization for nucle
ar research from 5 years to 1 year in 
the modification and eliminated the 
Presidentially appointed Commission. 
In its place, we would require the Sec
retary of Defense to do the report on 
nuclear winter as in the legislation 
and submit his report to independent 
evaluation by the National Academy 
of Sciences. 

Mr. Chairman, we have worked out 
this compromise working with the 
chairman of the full committee, the 
committee leadership, and I believe 
that this has also been discussed with 
the minority. 

I would hope that the amendment 
offered by myself along with the other 
three Members-Mr. GINGRICH, MR. 
LEACH, and Mr. ROEMER-would be ac
cepted as modified. 

Mr. Chairman, this bipartisan amendment
offered by myself with the support of Repre
sentatives, LEACH, GINGRICH, and ROEMER-is 
very straightforward. It is designed, quite 
simply, to improve our understanding of the 
nuclear winter theory-which projects the po
tential environmental, climatic, biological, and 
health consequences of nuclear war. 

We have worked out a fair compromise with 
the Armed Services Committee on the amend
ment's contents and I strongly urge its adop
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, it is fair to say that we have 
always thought of nuclear war as devastat
ing-at least for the nations involved in such a 
conflict. The specter of nuclear winter, howev
er, raises additional concerns about any nu
clear exchange. 

It raises concerns about the impact of nu
clear war on our neighbors and their neigh
bors, indeed our entire planet. It raises con
cerns about the long-term effects of nuclear 
war on the Earth's atmosphere, climate, and 
ecosystems-in short, our planet's livability. 

These concerns-and their important impli
cations for our national security-have not 
gone unnoticed on Capitol Hill. Since the dis
covery of nuclear winter, I have worked with a 
bipartisan coalition of Senators and Repre
sentatives to push for a greater Federal role in 
studying the science and policy implications of 
nuclear winter. 

Twice we have successfully sponsored leg
islation requiring the Pentagon to provide Con
gress with a detailed study of these issues 
and their meaning for our strategic nuclear 
policies. Twice Congress had received shallow 
reports-the most recent was five pages
that, while admitting the concept of nuclear 
winter is valid, did not examine its conse
quences for our strategic doctrine and plans. 

The Pentagon attributed the reports' brevity 
to the scientific uncertainties surrounding the 
theory. Ironically, I believe those same uncer
tainties-plus a deep-seated concern in the 
Pentagon about this new and dramatic idea
have kept it and other Federal agencies from 
providing serious funding for the study of nu
clear winter. 

There is no doubt that nuclear winter is sci-
entifically complex; absent the event, we can 

never be sure that the smoke from burning 
cities would precipitate a climatic catastrophe. 
But there is a saying on Wall Street: "Never 
bet the company." So long as responsible sci
entists say that nuclear winter cannot be ruled 
out, the proper course to follow is one of cau
tion, not business as usual. 

That is wh~ we need an indepth scientific 
and policy study of nuclear winter-a study 
which my amendment would provide. 

The nuclear winter amendment has two 
parts. The first would increase current funding 
for nuclear winter research-from $5.5 to $11 
million. At a time when we are investing any
where from $24 to $36 billion in our nuclear 
arsenal, it seems to me to be good public 
policy to invest a small part of that amount in 
research on the potential consequences of 
using that arsenal. 

The research done with this new funding is 
expected to develop an understanding of all 
the potential consequences of nuclear war, in
cluding biological and health consequences. 
Subsection (b) of section 3301 emphasizes 
that the funds authorized by the amendment 
should cover expanded field research in fire 
ignition, smoke production and composition, 
and smoke plume dynamics. The funds should 
also be dedicated to creating "a substantial 
research program on the atmospheric, climat
ic, biological, health, and environmental con
sequences of nuclear explosions and nuclear 
exchanges." 

In the wake of the Chernobyl accident, I 
think these areas are especially important. De
spite the fact that the radiation yield from the 
reactor meltdown did not exceed the yield 
from a single warhead detonation, the calami
ty exhausted the Soviet Union's medical re
sources, required external aid, and had a 
major impact on the health quality of neigh
boring countries in Eastern and Western 
Europe. What does this imply about the after
math of large-scale-or even limited-nuclear 
war? My legislation is designed to begin ad
dressing this question, as well as others about 
the likely nature of nuclear aftermath. 

The second part of the amendment requires 
the Secretary of Defense to continue the Pen
tagon's study of the science and defense 
policy implications of nuclear winter. This leg
islation also mandates that the Defense De
partments study and report be submitted for 
an rndependent evaluation by the National 
Academy of Science. 

Nuclear winter is simply too important to our 
national security-and perhaps the world's se
curity-to be ignored. I believe that this com
bination of the Pentagon's report and the pro
cedure for an independent assessment of the 
report will help advance our understanding of 
the theory and how it may affect our arms 
control, civil defense and strategic policies. 

Mr. Chairman, nuclear winter changes the 
context in which we work to head off nuclear 
war. It carries implications for policy that our 
planners and an informed public must evalu
ate. It is not too much to ask that the Federal 
Government study those questions and share 
its findings as though our lives depended on 
the answers. 

Because they do. 
And I am determined to begin the process 

of developing those findings, which may be 

critically important to how we shape our de
fenses. 

That is why I have offered this amendment. 
It is carefully crafted legislation. It has strong 
bipartisan support in the House and strong 
support in the scientific community. It builds 
on a legislative history which reflects congres
sional interest in-and commitment to-a 
thorough evaluation of the important scientific 
theory of nuclear winter. I urge my colleagues 
to vote for the nuclear winter amendment. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIRTH. I yield to the gentle
man from Oregon. 

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, to refuse 
to attempt seriously to understand the effects 
of nuclear winter is to take a head-in-the
sands approach to national security policy. 

It is irrational for our defense community to 
ask Congress to fund weapon systems the full 
effects of which it refuses to assess. 

Accordingly, I urge adoption of the amend
ment of the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
WIRTH]. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WYDEN TO THE 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WIRTH, AS 
MODIFIED 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment to the amendment, as 
modified. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WYDEN to the 

amendment offered by Mr. WIRTH, as modi
fied: At the end of the amendment add the 
following: 

Page 337, line 8, insert "(a) RESTRICTION.
" before "Funds". 

Page 337, line 15, strike out", or to" and 
all that follows through line 3 on page 338 
and insert in lieu thereof a period and the 
following new subsection: 

Cb> ExcEPTION.-Subsection Ca) shall not 
apply with respect to an environmental re
quirement if-

< 1 > the President fails to request funds for 
compliance with the environmental require
ment; or 

<2> the Congress has appropriated funds 
for such purpose <and such funds have not 
been sequestered, deferred, or rescinded) 
and the Secretary of Energy fails to use the 
funds for such purpose. 

Mr. WYDEN <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oregon? 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
reserve the right to object. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
the gentleman object to dispensing 
with the reading of the amendment? 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
object to the modification of the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair will state to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. STRATTON] that the 
gentleman from Oregon CMr. WYDEN] 
is offering an amendment to the 
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amendment of the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. WIRTH], and this is per
mitted under the rules. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Oregon? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Oregon [Mr. WYDENl 
is recognized for 5 minutes in support 
of his amendment. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Chairman, this is 
a noncontroversial amendment that 
has been worked out with the commit
tee. The amendment addresses the 
principle concerns that the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce had with a 
provision in the bill relating to the 
compliance by Department of Energy 
facilities with applicable environmen
tal laws. 

The amendment makes clear that 
section 3032 is not intended in any 
way to reduce or eliminate the respon
sibility of the Department of Energy 
to comply with applicable environmen
tal laws. 

Our committee has heard consider
able testimony concerning the dangers 
inherent in the pollution caused by 
those facilities. Our environmental 
laws are carefully crafted with respect 
to their effect upon Federal facilities, 
and there is certainly no reason to 
confer any new and special status 
upon the Department of Energy nor 
to provide new excuses to the Depart
ment for any failure to comply. 

The amendment has the support of 
our Energy and Commerce Committee 
chairman, Mr. DINGELL, and I appreci
ate the considerable cooperation of 
the Armed Services Committee in 
working out this amendment. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WYDEN. I yield to the gentle
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, in 
discussing this with the chairman of 
the Committee on Energy and · Com
merce, there was a section dealing 
with liability under the Department of 
Energy. Does that provision strike 
that section? 

What you are doing is removing that 
section that says that failure to per
form work or services required by an
other Federal agency, or State or 
local. If that is the case, then I agree 
with the amendments that the gentle
man offers, and I appreciate his offer
ing them. 

Mr. WYDEN. I appreciate the gen
tleman's comments, and as I said, I 
think this is a noncontroversial 
amendment. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WYDEN. I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to congratulate the gentleman. He is 
offering a very constructive amend
ment. This is relevant to a large 
number of facilities around the coun-

try, including the Rocky Flats plant in 
Colorado, and I greatly appreciate the 
gentleman's offering this amendment, 
which I think is an important clarifi
cation. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WYDEN. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Oregon and 
the members of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce for their alert
ness in catching this provision. I be
lieve this would have undermined the 
provisions that will be adopted in the 
Superfund bill which go to the heart 
of cleaning up toxic facilities on mili
tary as well as Department of Energy 
installations. 

Mr. Chairman, again, this is a very important 
amendment. The amendment of the gentle
man from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] will help 
ensure that the Department of Energy com
plies fully with all applicable Federal, State, 
and local health and environmental protection 
laws and regulations. 

Two of the forty-seven Federal installations 
on the Environmental Protection Agency's 
[EPA] National Priorities List [NPL], EPA's list 
of the worst toxic dumps in the Nation, are 
owned and operated by the Department of 
Energy, one of which is the Lawrence Liver
more Laboratory, in my own State of Califor
nia. Moreover, there are an estimated 36 
other DOE facilities scattered throughout the 
country with some 485 separate sites that 
have been identified as being potentially dan
gerous to the environment. 

The amendment will help ensure that these 
sites are cleaned up to the same standards 
and schedules required of other Federal agen
cies and the private sector. And, if our envi· 
ronmental and health authorities need to take 
an enforcement action against DOE to protect 
the public health and environment, this 
amendment will make certain they have 
access to all of the tools necessary to bring 
about compliance. DOE should not be treated 
differently than any other Federal agency or 
private entity in this regard. The amendment 
makes this clear and I urge its adoption. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
any Member seek time in opposition to 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN]? 

If not, the question is on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] to the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. WIRTH], as modified. 

The amendment to the amendment, 
as modified, was agreed to. 
PERFECTING AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WIRTH, 
AS MODIFIED, AS AMENDED 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 
perfecting amendment to the amend
ment as modified, as amended. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
reserve a point of order against the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Perfecting amendment offered by Mr. 

FOLEY to the amendment offered by Mr. 
WIRTH, as modified as amended: At the end 
of the amendment, add the following: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
SEC. 4005. NAME OF NEW SCHOLARSHIP AND EX

CELLENCE IN EDUCATION PROGRAM. 
Any program established by this Act or 

any other Act during the 99th Congress to 
establish a foundation in the executive 
branch of the Government to award schol
arships and fellowships for study in the 
fields of science and mathematics in order 
to further scholarship and excellence in 
education shall be named for Barry Gold
water, Senator from the State of Arizona, 
and Henry M. "Scoop" Jackson, late a Sena
tor from the State of Washington. Any such 
foundation, and any board of trustees, fund, 
or other entity established in connection 
with such foundation, shall include in its 
name the names of Barry Goldwater and 
Henry M. "Scoop" Jackson. 

D 1425 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, in
sisting on my point of order, this has 
come late. I was furnished a copy of it 
just recently. But doing my utmost to 
understand the relevance, this gentle
man cannot understand the germane
ness of the proposed perfecting 
amendment to the amendment. 

I would insist on my point of order 
that it is not germane. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
FOLEY] desire to be heard on the point 
of order? 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I do, 
briefly. 

The pending amendment deals with 
a study of nuclear winter, and provides 
funding for that study. This deals with 
scholarships or studies, or studies in 
the field of science and mathematics, 
and would designate jointly in the 
name of Senator Jackson, and primari
ly the name of Senator GOLDWATER, 
and then Senator Jackson, the desig
nation of any such study. 

There is an amendment to the bill in 
the other body which provides for 
Senator GOLDWATER. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
WIRTH] desire to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. WIRTH. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I 
would like to speak against the point 
of order and on behalf of the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. FOLEY]. 

It is the intent of the authors of the 
nuclear winter amendment that a 
careful study of nuclear winter be 
done related to a variety of disciplines 
running all the way from biology to 
the chemical impacts, the weather 
modification, and so on. 

The gentleman from Washington 
CMr. FOLEY] is quite accurate in stat-
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ing that it is the intent that this kind 
of study be done. Not only that, but 
that it be reinforced by further analy
sis by the National Academy of Sci
ences. So I would hope that the gen
tleman from Washington would be al
lowed to off er this important amend
ment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
before the Chair rules, if I might be 
heard further, I offer this reluctantly 
because I stand in very high regard of 
Scoop Jackson, with whom I served 
and sat across the table from for many 
years. I mean this in no way to depre
ciate or minimize my affection or 
esteem for the gentleman. 

But, as I understand, there was a 
sum appropriated in the other body in 
support and in commemorating the 
long service of Senator GOLDWATER. I 
have supported the name of a medical 
hospital for Senator Jackson. I think 
it is a great thing to do. But it was just 
my feeling, from what little bit I have 
seen presented here, that the proposed 
perfecting amendment was not ger
mane to the original amendment, and 
it was for that reason that I made the 
point of order, and I insist on it. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
DOWNEY of New York). The Chair is 
prepared to rule. 

Without reading further in the amend· 
ment, the Chair notes on line 3, "Any pro
gram established by this Act or any other 
Act," the Chair believes goes beyond the 
subject matter of the pending amendment. 

For that reason, the Chair sustains 
the point of order of the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON]. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WIRTH, AS 
MODIFIED, AS AMENDED 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 
perfecting amendment to the amend
ment, as modified, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FOLEY to the 

amendment offered by Mr. WIRTH, as modi
fied, as amended: 
SEC. 4005. NAME OF NEW SCHOLARSHIP AND EX

CELLENCE IN EDUCATION PROGRAM. 
Any program established by this Act 

during the 99th Congress to establish a 
foundation in the executive branch of the 
Government to award scholarships and fel
lowships for study in the fields of science 
and mathematics in order to further schol
arship and excellence in education shall be 
named for Barry Goldwater, Senator from 
the State of Arizona, and Henry M. "Scoop" 
Jackson, late a Senator from the State of 
Washington. Any such foundation, and any 
board of trustees, fund, or other entity es
tablished in connection with such founda
tion, shall include in its name the names of 
Barry Goldwater and Henry M. "Scoop" 
Jackson. 

Mr. FOLEY <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Washington? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, I would re
serve a point of order against the 
amendment, which I have not seen, 
but I would just reserve the point of 
order and let the gentleman explain 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reser
vation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the dif

ference in the two amendments is that 
it provides for the amendment to be 
considered as additional language at 
the end of the Wirth amendment and 
strikes the words "or any other Act," 
which is contained in the original 
amendment. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would insist on my point of order on 
the grounds stated, that it is beyond 
the scope and nongermane. I state my 
reluctance in insisting on this point of 
order, but I think it is proper. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
FOLEY] wish to be heard on the point 
of order? 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I submit 
to the judgment of the Chair on the 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
DOWNEY of New York). The Chair is 
constrained to observe that the pend
ing amendment deals with nuclear 
winter research, and that the subject 
matter of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Washington has 
little relevancy to the pending amend
ment. 

For that reason, the Chair sustains 
the point of order of the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON]. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the Wirth-Gingrich
Leach-Roemer amendment has now 
been clarified by the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] and in that fash
ion I believe we all now understand. 
We have also modified the amendment 
in a way that moves us back from 5 
years to 1 year, which had been an ini
tial concern of the committee, and 
second, taken out the Presidential 
Commission which has been, as I un
derstand it, the other concern that the 
committee had had. 

As such, I would hope that we would 
now have agreement on the amend
ment, and that we could go ahead and 
pass the amendment as offered. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIRTH. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
am sure the gentleman can appreciate 
that this gentleman is being pulled in 
many directions from many Members 
who want to change this, that or the 

other by unanimous consent. Does the 
gentleman tell me this was already in 
order? 

Mr. WIRTH. Absolutely. 
Mr. DICKINSON. And no consent is 

necessary, the gentleman is simply of
fering it? 

Mr. WIRTH. Amendment No. 125, 
which I initially offered, was in order, 
and we then modified the amendment 
to account for the concerns that the 
members of the Armed Services Com
mittee had to come to an agreement. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I have spoken 
with staff about it, and it is my under
standing this corrects the extension to 
which we had gone previously in a pro
vision in our bill, and which was not 
intended, and the gentleman is making 
the correction. 

I have no objection to that. 
Mr. WIRTH. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WIRTH. I am happy to yield to 

the gentleman from Louisiana. 
Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
would just like to tell the House how I 
personally feel admiration for the gen
tleman from Colorado and the work 
he has done on the nuclear winter 
issue. It is an issue that will not go 
away. It is an issue that deserves and 
requires further study, both for the 
defense of this country and the impli
cations and the results of the use of 
nuclear weapons. It is a knowledge 
from which we can all benefit. 

I salute the gentleman for pushing 
the issue. 

Mr. WIRTH. I thank the gentleman 
for his assistance on this, as well as 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
GINGRICH] and the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. LEACH], for their persistent 
pursuit of understanding both the sci
entific and the policy implications of 
the concept of nuclear winter. 

Mr. ROEMER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, there has been some 
concern by a few Members that the 
purpose of the report on the nuclear 
winter was based on a premise that 
was itself false, and that the only 
thing we had to worry about in nucle
ar weapons was their impact devasta
tion. 

The concept of nuclear winter as ex
pressed by some scientists in this coun
try and other countries is that the im
plication of nuclear winter impacts 
goes far beyond the destruction onsite. 
It has to do with debris flown into the 
stratosphere, the Sun being blotted 
out, and in effect winter settling over 
the Earth for up to a year or more. 

The gentleman from Colorado is cor
rect, the implications in this study 
reside not only to the defense of this 
country, they reside to the concept of 
the use of nuclear weapons. If the 
worst scene were to follow, and nucle
ar weapons were to be used, should we 
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worry only about the tens of millions 
who would die on day one, or about 
the hundreds of millions who could 
not survive the winter that could 
follow for up to a year. 

That is why I support the gentleman 
from Colorado and thank him for his 
efforts. 

Mr. WIRTH. I thank the gentleman, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. Does 
any Member rise in opposition to the 
amendment? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WEA VER TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WIRTH, AS 
MODIFIED, AS AMENDED. 

Mr. WEA VER. Mr. Chairman, I 
off er an amendment to the amend
ment, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WEAVER to the 

amendment offered by Mr. WIRTH, as modi
fied, as amended: Add to Sec. 3304 a new 
subsection to subsection Cd> as follows: 

(10) The Commission may study the addi
tional potential danger of nuclear winter oc
currence caused by subsidized grain sales to 
the Soviet Union which, by freeing Soviet 
funds for additional nuclear weapons pro
duction are against the national security in
terest of the United States and may contrib
ute to the possibility of nuclear winter oc-
currence. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
reserve a point of order against the 
amendment. I will withhold to let the 
gentleman explain, but I would insist 
on my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. WEAVER] 
is recognized for 5 minutes in support 
of his amendment. 

Mr. WEA VER. Mr. Chairman, first 
let me apologize to my dear and distin
guished friend from Colorado CMr. 
WIRTH] whose amendment is extreme
ly important, and I fully support it. 
Nuclear winter is one of the great hor
rors that this Nation faces, and in 
every vote and in every thought we 
have on nuclear weapons, the idea of 
nuclear weapons, the nuclear winter 
should be foremost. The excellent 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. WIRTH] must and 
should be passed by this House. 

Unfortunately, I was unable to offer 
my amendment on Russian grain sales 
last night, and so I take this occasion 
simply to offer an amendment to give 
the House the opportunity to vote on 
whether they approve or disapprove of 
subsidized grain sales to the Soviet 
Union. 

I have for 12 years in the House of 
Representatives strongly opposed the 
idea of on the one hand voting billions 
to def end ourselves against the Soviet 
Union, and on the other hand selling 
our most precious commodity, food, to 
the Soviet Union for subsidized prices. 
We ship not only cheap grain to the 
Soviet Union, we ship it below the cost 
of production, and we ship our soil and 

our water together, in effect, with that 
to the Soviet Union. 

I strongly believe that the House of 
Representatives should go on record 
as saying that subsidized grain sales, 
which allies of ours find detrimental 
to their own interest, and which will 
cause American families to pay more 
for food at the supermarket than Rus
sian families because they are subsi
dized by the very tax moneys Ameri
can families pay into the Treasury, I 
strongly believe that we should go on 
record opposing subsidized grain sales 
to the Soviet Union. 

I offer this amendment at this time 
purely to let the House go on record as 
opposing subsidized grain sales to the 
Soviet Union, and I will ask for a vote 
on this. 

D 1440 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, if 
I had known this was just a political 
gambit to make a speech, I would not 
even have reserved it. 

Yes, I insist on my point of order, 
and I suggest that the political speech
es be in some other arena. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. <Mr. 
DOWNEY of New York). The gentle
man will state his point of order. 

Mr. DICKINSON. First, there is no 
commission in the subject legislation. 
Second, it is nongermane and beyond 
the scope. I believe it is subject to the 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
the gentleman from Oregon CMr. 
WEAVER] wish to be heard on the point 
of order? 

Mr. WEAVER. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
It is clearly in order. It is a new sub
section 10, under Powers of the Com
mission. This says, it gives the Com
mission additional authority to study 
the potential danger of nuclear winter; 
an occurrence caused by the freeing of 
funds for the Soviet Union to build 
more nuclear weapons production by 
subsidized grain sales. 

It is perfectly germane to the 
amendment. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, 
there is no commission. 

The gentleman from Colorado CMr. 
WIRTH] has previously explained the 
difference between his initial proposal 
and the one that the committee 
agreed to, and it leaves out any com
mission. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
any other Member desire to be heard 
on the point of order? 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, if I may 
be heard, the gentleman is absolutely 
correct that we had taken the commis
sion, in the modification of the amend
ment, out, and as pointed out by the 
gentleman from New York, the com
mission is no longer part of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I beg 
the committee's foregiveness. I was 
just simply reading from the book, and 
assumed that the amendment offered 
by Mr. WIRTH was as it is in the book. 

If it is not, then my amendment at 
this time does not apply, and I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw it. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

amendment is withdrawn. 
The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Colora
do CMr. WIRTH], as modified, as 
amended. 

The amendment as modified, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. 
Under the rule, the next amendment 
in order is No. 126. 

The next amendment in order is No. 
127, which has been agreed to. 

The next amendment in order is No. 
128. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RICHARDSON 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
I off er an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. RICHARDSON: 
Page 320, line 16, strike out " $1,000,000' ' and 
insert in lieu thereof "$10,000,000". 

Page 320, line 17, strike out "$4,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$13,000,000". 

Page 329, insert the following after line 
20: 

< 6) For verification and control technolo
gy: 

Project 85-D-171 , space science laborato
ry, Los Alamos, New Mexico, $2,000,000, for 
a total project authorization of $7,500,000. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent that a modi
fication be included. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modification to the amendment offered 

by Mr. RICHARDSON: The amendment as 
modified is as follows: 

Page 320, line 16, strike out "$1,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$10,000,000"'. 

Page 320, line 17, strike out "$4,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$13,000,000". 

Page 329, insert the following after line 
20: 

(6) For verification and control technolo
gy: 

Project 85-D-171, Space Science Laborato
ry, Los Alamos, New Mexico, $2,000,000, for 
a total project authorization of $7,500,000. 

<7> The sum of the amounts authorized to 
be appropriated by this section is hereby re
duced by $11,000,000. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the modification? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
reserve the right to object. 

Under my reservation, if I might in
quire, it was my understanding that 
the original amendment added $10 
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million. The gentleman's unanimous
consent request asks that it not be in 
addition thereto, but substituted for 
another equal amount in the bill? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. If the gentle
man will yield, the gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. STRATI'ON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield under my 
reservation to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. STRATI'ON. Mr. Chairman, I 
am not sure whether the Clerk read 
the final sentence on that page in con
nection with the modification by the 
gentleman from New Mexico that said 
the sum of the amounts authorized to 
be appropriated are hereby reduced by 
$11 million. 

While there is an authorization, 
there is no appropriation assigned to 
it. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman assures me this is a 
zero sum, that he is simply substitut
ing one for the other with no increase, 
but going to a different item in his ex
isting amendment, I would have no ob
jection. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. with
out objection, the modification is 
agreed to. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 

this is an amendment that simply re
stores to the authorized and appropri
ated level, that both the Senate and 
the Energy and Water Appropriations 
Committee have for this project. 

I believe the amendment enjoys the 
support of the gentleman from New 
York, and I would yield to him to rein
force this support. It is not, once 
again, an add-on. It is an important 
project of the Los Alamos Space Sci
ence Laboratory, and I would ask my 
colleague, Mr. STRATTON, for his view 
on the amendment. 

Mr. STRATI'ON. Mr. Chairman, the 
point I wanted to make was to under
line what I just said a little bit before. 
The proposal refers to two space sci
ence laboratories located at Los 
Alamos, NM; one for $2 million and a 
total project authorization of $7 .5 mil
lion. These sums, however, have not 
been appropriated for but the commit
tee is authorizing the appropriations 
at the appropriate time. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for his re
marks. 

Mr. Chairman, I am precluded from 
offering this amendment because of 
the rules, but it is my understanding 
from the committee that this amend
ment will be favorably considered in 
Congress. 

Amendment would extend the au
thorization of atomic community as
sistance contract authority for Los 
Alamos County and the Los Alamos 
School Board until 1996. 

Los Alamos receives funds from 
DOE in recognition of the special 
needs of a city which is home to a na
tional laboratory. The school board's 
contract authority with DOE has al
ready expired and the county's is close 
to expiration. 

Amendment would simply extend 
this authority until 1996. There is no 
money involved. Does not violate the 
Budget Act as contracts must seek 
annual appropriations. Is included in 
the Senate Defense authorization. 
AMENDMENT TO H.R. 4428, AS REPORTED OF-

FERED BY MR. RICHARDSON OF NEW MEXICO 

Page 365, after line 23, insert the follow
ing new section: 
SEC. 4005. EXTENSION OF DATE FOR CERTAIN CON

TRACT AUTHORITY 
Section 94 of the Atomic Energy Commu

nity Act of 1955 <42 U .S.C. 2394) is amended 
by striking out "June 30, 1986" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "June 30, 1996" and strik
ing out "June 30, 1987" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "June 30, 1996". 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
any Member wish to be heard in oppo
siton to the amendment? 

If not, the question is on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON], as 
modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
intend to move to strike the requisite 
number of words before the Commit
tee rises, but I understand there is an
other amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the 
requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, colleagues, I am very 
disturbed to come to this point, but I 
am in the well now to inform you that 
I have a motion to recommit at the 
desk that will be offered at the appro
priate time, that will in effect kill the 
bill. 

I feel like I am sort of strangling my 
own child. We started off under a gag 
rule that was not the best; but we de
cided to try to live with it. We were 
faced with unwarranted amendments, 
but we thought we could live with 
them. 

We have seen the dollar amount re
duced, the budget authority, from 
$292 billion, which the Budget Com
mittee gave us, cut $7 billion. When 
this occurred, all manner of weapons 
systems were deleted that we had put 
in; that I might add are very desper
ately needed. 

Then the arms control amendment 
passed, which is certainly taking away 
from the Chief Executive of this coun
try his authority, intruding on his 
ability to manage the affairs of state. 

The SDI amendment was cut so that 
it is a wounded bird if it ever flies. The 
ASAT amendment was passed, to deny 
us the right to do the very same thing 
that the Soviets have done, to perfect 
a weapons system which they already 
have in place which we do not. 

The comprehensive test ban was 
passed to again shackle this adminis
tration and the President. The chemi
cal weapons which we approved last 
year we have put another moratorium 
on, and denied the going forth with 
chemical weapons. 

To add insult to injury, after what I 
thought was a very unusual procedure 
to deny me to even off er an amend
ment, and finally forcing myself to the 
floor, the David-Bacon portion o( it, 
my amendment was defeated. 

0 1450 
In addition to which my amendment 

on the T-46 which is a bird, I think, 
that the Air Force will never fly, 
which is wasteful, parochial in nature, 
strictly politics, it is something of 
which I would be ashamed to sponsor, 
for all of these reasons this is a bad 
bill. We would be better off without a 
bill than with the bill before us now in 
its present shape. I have been in tough 
with the White House and I under
stand they would rather have no bill 
than this crippled bird we have here. 
For that reason I would ask my col
leagues and all in this Chamber, all of 
my colleagues, kill this bill, and if we 
have to, we will start over. 

I am going to vote "no" on final pas
sage. I am asking each of you to vote 
"no" on final passage. We would be 
better off with no bill at all than this 
bruised, mangled and maimed thing 
they brought in here under a rule that 
prefers the majority over the minority 
and works to the disadvantage of the 
defense of this country. I am asking 
everyone to vote "no" on final passage 
and vote for a motion to recommit. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, in terms of this bill I 
would like to address, because the gen
tleman from Alabama has addressed 
this bill, let me address a couple of 
issues, here, myself. 

The first point to make is that we at
tempted to do something here which 
we attempted for the first time, which 
was to bring this bill to the floor 
under a less than complete open rule. 
It was necessary because of the large 
number of amendments that we dealt 
with. We will have dealt with 159 
amendments to this bill that we are 
dealing with this year. Last year we 
dealt with 121. The year before that it 
was 75. 

The number of amendments is going 
up by dramatic leaps and bounds every 
year to this bill. There is no way that 
we can do this bill in the old ways in 
which we used to with the open rule. 

Last year we brought this thing to 
the floor with an open rule, and we 
were on the floor wrestling with this 
for 3 weeks. This year at least we dealt 
with it in a reasonable amount of time. 



August 15, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 22079 
Whatever we do, I would hope we do 

not abandon our attempt to bring this 
bill to the floor with a reasonable 
amount of debate and allocate the 
time so that at least we spend the bulk 
of our time addressing the main issues 
before the Nation having to do with 
defense. 

I do not say that there is not a way 
in which we can improve this rule or 
the process under which we do it, but I 
would hope that whatever happens we 
are going to continue to operate this 
way, in some fashion, without an open 
rule, under some kind of a more struc
tured debate. 

Let me respond in part to the gentle
man from Alabama's claim about the 
quality of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we have 
before us an exceptionally good de
fense bill. I have been involved for the 
last 4 years in trying to put together a 
package of arms control amendments, 
and working with a lot of people that I 
see here on the Chamber floor, work
ing with a lot of people to add a pack
age of arms control amendments to 
the bill. We did it first in 1983 where 
the gentleman who is presiding was in
volved. I see Mr. DICKS, Mr. AUCOIN, 
they were involved. Our former col
league, now a Senator, the gentleman 
from Tennessee, Mr. GORE, was in
volved. We put together a package of 
anns control amendments for the first 
time and tried to attach them to the 
bill. We did it again in 1984, did it 
again in 1985, and here we are for the 
fourth year in a row trying to do it in 
1986. 

Let me tell you this year there has 
been a greater success than we have 
ever had before. In all of the packages 
that we have attempted to add to the 
bill before, we had amendments that 
did not win. We won most of them, but 
we did not win all of them. There was 
usually one that was in there we knew 
we would throw over the side because 
the mood was not there and nobody 
could vote for it. This year all of them 
passed. 

I think they all passed for a couple 
of important reasons. One is that on 
this side of the aisle the liberals and 
moderates worked together in a way 
we have not worked together before. I 
would think that is a message on our 
side of the aisle for how to do things 
over here with this bill in the future. 

The second point to point out, and I 
point this out to the gentleman from 
Alabama, if you look at the reasons 
why these amendments passed by the 
margin they did, was the large number 
of Republican votes for them. What is 
different about this year, the differ
ence is not that we win, we were win
ning them before, but the reason we 
are winning them with such large 
numbers is the large number of Re
publicans that are voting for the 
amendment this year. 

SDI and ASAT, to take but two ex
amples of things that we tried to do 
last year and did not succeed with the 
large numbers as we did this year, the 
difference is the Republicans. There is 
a very marked difference in the 
number of Republican votes that 
these arms control amendments are 
getting this year than they have in the 
past. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Will the gentle
man from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I will concede what 
the gentleman says is so. We do not 
have the control on our side of the 
aisle as do the Democrats on your side. 
We do not visit sanctions or recrimina
tions on those who bolt the line. 

Let me say, if you, my chairman, are 
proud of this bill, then I will certainly 
move that this bill be called the Les 
Aspin Memorial Bill. It is certainly a 
monument to your chairmanship and 
guidance of this bill through the floor, 
and I certainly want your name af
fixed thereto. 

Mr. ASPIN. I think that is a pretty 
good idea. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I yield to my friend 
from Oklahoma [Mr. MCCURDY]. 

Mr. McCURDY. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to address 
my friend, the ranking member of the 
Research and Development Subcom
mittee, as I am on our side: There are 
many times in this bill, I would say to 
the gentleman that I was one of the 
small number of Democrats that voted 
for some of the amendments offered 
by the gentleman from Alabama and 
others. But that is not a reason to vote 
against this bill. We need a Defense 
authorization bill. We need to go to 
conference. We should not be writing 
defense policy on a continuing resolu
tion. That is not where you do it. We 
have won some, we have lost some. 
But we do not take the ball and go 
home if you do not win. 

It is now, the time, and I think there 
are a number of important policy deci
sions made in this bill, it is important 
that we have a defense authorization 
bill, and I am going to vote for it and I 
think the majority in this House will 
vote for it. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
DOWNEY of New York). The time of 
the gentleman from Wisconsin CMr. 
AsPINJ has expired. 

<On request of Mr. DELLUMS and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. AsPIN was al
lowed to proceed for 5 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from California, and then I will yield 

to the gentleman from Oregon CMr. 
AUCOIN]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, we are now ending in 
the waning moments of the debate on 
the bill, the military budget for fiscal 
year 1987. The gentleman from Ala
bama has stated his posture with re
spect to how he will vote on final pas
sage now that we have moved through 
this process. 

A number of my colleagues on this 
side of the aisle have said to me, "RoN, 
you represent the Oakland/Berkeley 
area, you represent the peace move
ment. You came here in the era of 
Vietnam. You have been a voice trying 
to challenge the escalating arms race 
to move us toward peace. We now have 
won a number of important victories. 
We are asking you to vote on final pas
sage." And some said, "If you can't 
vote on final passage, RoN, would you 
wait until the end of the vote because 
you bring votes with you? So if you 
wait until the end, maybe you won't 
determine how other people will vote." 

About 5:30 this morning I awakened, 
sat up in the middle of my bed and 
said, "Did I come to Congress to serve 
16 years to sneak on the floor of Con
gress in the waning seconds of a vote 
to determine how I will vote on a 
$286.4 billion military budget?" I did 
not do it. 

So I have to stand up front, have to 
be able to say to you and look all of 
you in your faces and tomorrow morn
ing look myself in the mirror to deter
mine whether I shall vote this bill up 
or vote this bill down. 

Some have said now that my col
league, Mr. DICKINSON, has said he is 
going to oppose it, "RoN, you must be 
for it." My response to that is Mr. 
DICKINSON determines his position, I 
determine mine. And that is what it is 
all about. 

Now, there are some good things in 
this bill, Mr. Chairman. There are 
some extraordinarily good things that 
have been done. 

This is a lower military budget, but 
the difference between 296 and 287, 
when you really understand the out
lays, we all know what the game is. 
The name of the game and this speech 
is, "Don't fool yourself, don't play 
games with yourselves." We under
stand the reality. There is not a lot of 
difference in the money. 

There is procurement reform, an ex
traordinary progressive statement. But 
we are also talking about procuring 
weapons that bring potential death to 
millions of human beings. And the re
forms may be good, but what are the 
reforms directed at? What are the end 
results? What are you purchasing? 

That is a policy question. 
Test ban language, fantastic; for the 

first time in 16 years we finally got 
that done. 
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Antisatellite language, we won in the 

bill, but those of us who live in this en
vironment in the real world know that 
antisatellite technology is on target 
and in the future and is coming to us. 
And this language does not stop that. 

The next thing, strategic defense ini
tiative freeze. This gentleman offered 
an amendment to stop star wars, but 
only 114 Members saw fit to join us in 
that. 

The majority of Congress said, "We 
freeze it." Which means that we are 
concerned about the dollar figure but 
not about continuing it. 

The SDI is on target, moving for
ward and still is funded with more 
money than can be expended in fiscal 
year 1987. We know that as a reality. 

We wanted a 10-percent set-aside for 
minorities and socially and economi
cally disadvantaged. A fantastic policy. 
But it is also 10 percent set-aside for 
weaponry that this gentleman has 
marched into the well for 16 years to 
oppose because I believe the world is 
at that level of danger with respect to 
the potential of nuclear war. 

Chemical weapons, we won. I hope 
that we can hold to that. I do not 
know. 

We won on arms control. But when 
the gentlewoman from Colorado and 
this gentleman from California of
fered an alternative military budget to 
really bring us to arms control, where 
were the majority of my colleagues? 
Only 54 Members voted for it. We 
passed arms control language but 
when the gentleman from New York 
offered an amendment to stop the D-5 
missile, which is a destabilizing, fright
ening, dangerous, silo-killing weapon 
that will bring us closer to nuclear 
war, where were the majority of my 
colleagues? 

The point I make is that you have 
taught me something. I came from the 
ghettos of Oakland. But after 16 years 
you in the establishment of Washing
ton, DC, have taught me one lesson 
very clearly, and that is that words 
that express policy do not mean any
thing if the money that is expended is 
not expended to implement the policy. 

You and I live in a world of artful 
words and artfully drawn language. 
We do it every day, in front of the 
public and behind the public. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman for Wisconsin 
CMr. AsPIN] has again expired. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Wisconsin be allowed to pro
ceed for 5 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Calif omia? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I object. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Ob

jection is heard. 
Mr. DELLUMS. Please do not object, 

please do not object. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent the gentleman from Wisconsin be 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I withdraw my objection. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin CMr. 
AsPIN] is recognized for 3 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from California CMr. DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the gentle
man for yielding, and I thank the gen
tleman for withdrawing his objection. 

I am simply trying to make a state
ment, trying to assert my responsibil
ity here on this floor. 

The point I make is this: We have 
won a number of important policy bat
tles but the fact of the matter is that 
this is still a war budget, make no mis
take about that. 

And I can debate any Member of 
Congress. I would challenge the Chair, 
the ranking minority member, any 
Member in this body. I can show you 
without equivocation that this is a war 
budget. I have marched into the well 
for 16 years saying one of the great 
dangers to this planet is offensive nu
clear weapons that destabilize the 
world. Not one of these things stopped 
that. 

The D-5 is there, first strike, war 
fighting; MX is there, first strike, war 
fighting; cruise missile is there, war 
fighting; Pershing missile is there, war 
fighting; B-1 is there, war fighting; 
Trident submarine is there, war fight
ing. All of the factors that precipitate 
the cold war and bring us at logger
heads are still in this bill. 

I compliment all of my colleagues 
for having engaged in the policy 
debate that allowed us to win on a 
number of these issues. 

0 1505 
But I would say to my colleagues 

that it has not moved far enough for 
this gentleman to say that I could vote 
"aye." I would not allow my position 
to be determined by those who are 
conservative, who say we have not 
done enough. 

I would argue from my own political 
perspective that while we have done 
some things, we still have not done 
enough. I would like when RoN DEL
LUMS votes for a military budget to be 
able to go home to my constituency, 
be able to go home to the national 
peace community, and say the world is 
a safer place. But all I can say is that 
we have passed some important policy 
statements, but this bill is not a peace 
budget by any stretch of the imagina
tion. It is still a war machine. 

I would argue to those who plan to 
oppose this budget that I really do not 
understand why you are opposing it. 
All of the things that have been done 
only nibble at the margins. We know 
this in the real world. 

So let us not play games with each 
other. I appreciate what has been 
done, but I have to stand on the floor, 
not lurking off the floor to vote at a 
last second, to vote "no" and not bring 
people with me. If people want to 
stand with me, fine; if they do not, 
fine. Each of us must make our deci
sion intellectually, politically and in 
the framework of our own conscience. 

I believe at this point, while things 
have gone well, they have not gone 
well enough for this gentleman to be 
able to say that I can stand in support 
of a budget that still has destabilizing 
weapons, that still is committed to 
preparation for war as a way of achiev
ing peace. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
Russo). The time of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin CMr. AsPIN] has again 
expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. AsPIN 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Oregon CMr. 
AUCOIN]. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take 
this time to speak to my friends on the 
Republican side of the aisle. I would 
particularly address my remarks to 
the gentleman from Alabama. 

I can understand how many Mem
bers on the Republican side feel right 
now, because you have lost on a fair
play basis a number of amendments 
that you felt very sincerely about. 

I had been in the same position in 
years past. I have been on the losing 
side of a number of issues when you 
have prevailed. But in each and every 
one of those cases as I worked for 
arms control restraint, for arms con
trol provisions, and have lost, I can re
member when the smoke cleared and 
we got to final passage, the ringing 
words of the gentleman from Alabama 
and others on his side of the aisle who 
have said, those fights are now over. 
Those determinations have now been 
made. The House has now worked its 
will, and the remaining question is 
whether or not the Members of this 
body are going to vote for a national 
defense budget. 

I would say to my friends on the Re
publican side of the aisle, the table is 
turned and the question now comes to 
you. Your choice today is whether or 
not you are going to be sore losers or 
whether you are going to vote for a 
national defense. That is the question, 
and we will be eager to see what your 
answer i~. 
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I want to say to my friends, if I may, 

my friends on the Democratic side of 
the aisle, this is not a perfect bill. I 
have been an arms control advocate in 
the 12 years I have served in the Con
gress, and there are def eats that we 
have taken that pain me today. 

But I am going to vote for this bill, 
because I want to tell you something. 
It is not perfection. We are never 
going to have a perfect bill. But this 
bill represents the most significant 
breakthrough in doctrine I have seen 
in the 12 years that I have represented 
my district in this Congress. 

It says, unlike the Republican side 
of the aisle, which we have seen the 
thinking expressed in this bill time 
and time again, year after year, that in 
order to find security, you will not find 
it in an endless chase to find a better 
bomb. Real security comes out of arms 
control. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. AsPIN] has again expired. 

<On request of Mr. AuCoIN, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. AsPIN was al
lowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oregon. 

Mr. AuCOIN. I just want to say to 
my colleagues that our bill, as the 
House has worked its will with the 
support of Republicans on this side of 
the aisle, we now have a document, 
though not perfect, which has the 
most impressive number of measures 
of arms control I have seen in the 12 
years that I have served. It is not per
fect, but significant. It is a departure. 
It recognizes the national security ar
guments for arms control coupled with 
sound investments in defense spend
ing. We are 75 percent on the way 
home. 

The question for this side of the 
aisle and those who have voted for 
those amendments on this side of the 
aisle is: Who is going to bring now this 
bill across the finish line? Are we 
going to work to def eat this bill, or are 
we going to pass it, on this side of the 
aisle having crafted these amendments 
with those allies on this side of the 
aisle? 

Now is the time to legislate. Now is 
the time for leadership. This is a bill 
that gives us a historic opportunity to 
make a declaration to the American 
people that their voices have been 
heard. 

I ask for its passage. 
Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 

the gentleman from New York CMr. 
SCHEUER]. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Alabama, my good 
friend, seems to feel that there is a 
Sam Rayburn type of person around 
giving orders. 

None of the Members on either side 
of the aisle are listening to the voice 
of authority here. They are listening 
to thier own people. They have 
learned in the last months that the 
people want real arms control negotia
tions. They want reform in our pro
curement processes. They do not want 
SDI. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Wisconsin 
CMr. AsPIN] has again expired. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent the gentleman 
from Wisconsin CMr. AsPIN] be al
lowed to proceed for 10 additional sec
onds. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, just to indi
cate that I think the gentleman who 
mentioned something about sore 
losing a minute ago ought to think a 
little bit about sore winning. The 
party that has come out here and won 
virtually all of the major amendments 
now decides that at the end of the bill 
they are going to come to the floor 
and do a little bit of Republican bash
ing and a little bit of conservative 
bashing to kind of finish off the deal. 

So it seems to me they are sore win
ners of the worst regard. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reser
vation of objection. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle
man from New Jersey CMr. COURTER]. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I am one who has 
never voted against a defense bill, and 
I am going to vote against this one. I 
want to make sure that my colleagues 
know precisely why. 

Sure, the Republicans have lost-not 
only Republicans-lost some individ
ual votes, but I believe it is the accu
mulative impact of these various 
things like a 10 percent real cut in de
fense authorizations since 1985. How 
many people know that this bill that 
we are about to pass now is 10 percent 
lower than 1985? If you talk to the av
erage person on the street, they would 
think it was 20 percent higher, but it 
is 10 percent lower at the time every
body is saying, at the least, what we 
have to do is to keep the same level as 
prior years. 

There is no money in the bill for re
search on hardening our modern land
based leg of our triad, the nuclear test
ing vote, SALT II requiring this Presi
dent to comply with an agreement 
that the Soviets are violating, Asat, 
strategic defense; I could go on. 

But I did talk with Ed Rowny this 
morning, who came to my office. As 
everybody knows, he just spent the 

last number of hours in the Soviet 
Union. He is very disturbed about the 
message that the House of Represent
atives is giving the Soviet Union. He 
feels that on no uncertain terms, we 
have taken the cards away from our 
negotiators, we have taken the blue 
chips away from our negotiators. We 
do not have any leverage to negotiate 
true arms control and real reductions. 

I think that if you want arms con
trol, if you want to give some power to 
our negotiators and some leverage, 
there is one thing we can do that is 
left, there is one vote that we have 
left, and that is to vote down this bill 
and give something to our negotiators 
so they can negotiate a fair, reasona
ble agreement in Geneva. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. ASPIN]. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to talk 
about something that I think the gen
tleman from Alabama and I agree on. 
We have on the Armed Services Com
mittee a rather large number of 
people who are leaving the committee 
this year, and they have been very, 
very valuable people, and we will miss 
them all. 

D 1515 
Let me just mention them. 
There is the gentleman from Virgin

ia [Mr. WHITEHURST], who is retiring 
after nine terms in the Congress; 

There is the gentlewoman from 
Maryland CMrs. HOLT], who is retiring 
after seven terms in the Congress; 

There is the gentleman from Indi
ana CMr. HILLIS] after eight terms in 
the Congress; 

There is the gentleman from Colora
do CMr. KRAMER], who has served four 
terms and is seeking election to the 
U.S. Senate from Colorado; 

There is the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. HARTNETT], who has 
served three terms and is seeking the 
Lieutenant Governorship of the State 
of South Carolina; 

And there is the gentleman from 
New York CMr. CARNEY] who is leaving 
the Congress after four terms. 

These Members have been very, very 
valuable people on the Armed Services 
Committee. The committee is not 
going to be the same without them, 
and we are going to sorely miss them 
all. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the committee chairman. 

On behalf of my side of the aisle, let 
me say that their departure is going to 
leave quite a hole. As a matter of fact, 
I have never known freshmen on the 
committee, those in the lower tier, to 
move up so fast. But the gentleman is 
right; unfortunately, they will not be 
with us, and they will be sorely missed. 
They have been conscientious, hard 
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working, contributing members of the 
Armed Services Committee. We will 
miss them all. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
Russo). Under the rule, the next 
amendment made in order is amend
ment No. 130. 
MODIFICATION OFFERED BY MR. SOLOMON TO 

THE AMENDMENTS OFFERED EN BLOC BY MR. 
ASPIN TO THE TEXT OF SECTION 3031 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have amendment No. 130 at the desk, 
but before I off er this last amendment 
to this recently named LEs AsPIN me
morial bill, which is probably the least 
controversial, most noncontroversial 
and most humane bill that is being of
fered today, let me first ask unani
mous consent that section 3031, as 
amended by the en bloc amendment, 
offered by the gentleman from Wis
consin CMr. AsPINl on August 14, 1986, 
be modified. The modification is at the 
desk. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modification Offered by Mr. SOLOMON to 

the text of section 3031, as amended by the 
en bloc amendment offered by Mr. AsPIN on 
August 14, 1986: In the first sentence of sec
tion 3031 of the bill <as amended by the en 
bloc amendment offered by Mr. ASPIN on 
August 14, 1986)-

0 > strike out "reserved the right" and 
insert in lieu thereof "elected"; 

<2> insert after "the Department of 
Energy" the second place such term appears 
"and the contractor requests waiver of any 
property rights"; 

<3> strike out "shall decide" and insert in 
lieu thereof "may decide"; 

<4> strike out "whether"; and 
(5) strike out "any property rights" and 

insert in lieu thereof "property rights". 
Mr. SOLOMON <during the read

ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the modification be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the en bloc amendment 

relating to section 3031, offered by Mr. 
AsPIN on August 14, 1986, as now 
modified by Mr. SOLOMON is as follows: 

On pages 335, 336 and 337, strike section 
3031 in its entirety, and insert in lieu there
of: 
"SEC. 3031. PROTECTION OF SENSITIVE TECHNICAL 

INFORMATION. 
"(a) SECRETARY OF ENERGY DETERMINA

TION.-Whenever any contractor makes an 
investigation or discovery to which the De
partment of Energy has elected to retain 
ownership at the time of contracting pursu
ant to 35 U.S.C. 202(a)(ii) or <iv) or pursuant 
to section 152 or section 159 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, <42 u.s.c. 
2182 or 2189> in the course of or under any 
Government contract or subcontract of the 
Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program or the 
nuclear weapons programs or other atomic 
energy defense activities of the Department 

of Energy and the contractor requests 
waiver of any property rights the Secretary 
of Energy may decide whether or not to 
assign to the contractor property rights in 
such invention or discovery. Such decision 
shall be made within a reasonable time 
<usually six months from the date of disclo
sure to the Department or from the date of 
request by the contractor for assignment of 
such rights, whichever is later>. 

"(b) MILITARY LIAISON COMMITTEE.-In 
making a decision under subsection <a>. the 
Secretary may consider the recommenda
tion and written determination of the Mili
tary Liaison Committee <established by sec
tion 27 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 <42 
U.S.C. 2037)) as to whether or not, if such a 
claim is not asserted-

"( 1> national security will be compro
mised; 

"<2> sensitive technology information 
<whether classified or unclassified under the 
Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program or the 
nuclear weapons programs or other atomic 
energy defense activities of the Department 
of Energy for which dissemination is con
trolled under Federal statutes and regula
tions) will be released to unauthorized per
sons; 

"(3) an organizational conflict of interest 
contemplated by Federal statutes and regu
lations will result; or 

"(4) failure to assert such a claim will ad
versely affect the operation of any program 
of the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program or 
the nuclear weapons programs or other 
atomic energy defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy. · 

"(C) CONSULTATIONS BY COMMITTEE.-0) In 
making any recommendation and determi
nation under subsection <b> for matters per
taining to the Naval Nuclear Propulsion 
Program, the Committee shall consult the 
Director of that program. 

"<2> In making any recommendation and 
determination under subsection Cb) for mat
ters affecting nuclear weapons and other 
atomic energy defense activities of the De
partment of Energy, the Committee shall 
consult the Assistant Secretary of Energy 
for Defense Programs. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, this 
modification is a technical amendment 
which is being offered by myself on 
behalf of the chairman of the commit
tee. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the modification of
fered by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON]? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SOLOMON 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SOLOMON: At 
the end of the bill, add the following new 
section: 
SEC. -1005. AMENDMENT OF MILITARY SELEGflVE 

SERVICE ACT TO PROVIDE ELIGIBIL
ITY FOR BENEFITS TO CERTAIN PER
SONS WHO FAIL TO REGISTER. 

(a) ELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS.-Section 12 
of the Military Selective Service Act (50 
U.S.C. App. 462) <relating to penalties) is 
amended-

(1) by striking out "Any person" in subsec
tion <O< 1) and inserting in lieu thereof 

"Except as provided in subsection (g), any 
person"; and 

<2> by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(g) Any person discharged under honora
ble conditions from the armed forces may 
not be denied any right, privilege, or benefit 
under Federal law by reason of his failure to 
present himself for and submit to registra
tion under section 3. ". 

(b) APPLICABILITY.-The amendments 
made by subsection <a> shall apply-

< 1 > to a person discharged under honora
ble conditions before, on, or after the date 
of the enactment of this Act; and 

(2) to rights, benefits, and privileges to 
which such person would have been entitled 
had such subsection been in effect at the 
time of such discharge. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from New York CMr. SOLO
MON] will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
will take just a little time on this 
amendment that I am offering, be
cause of the fact that the homeport
ing amendment was polled just recent
ly, and, of course, another amendment 
which was scheduled for a 40-minute 
debate was also polled. The two sides 
have not had an opportunity to get 
their troops in order, so I will delay 
just briefly in explaining my amend
ment. Otherwise we would not take 
the time. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I am 
offering would benefit our Nation's 
veterans. It is a technical or clarifying 
amendment designed to insure the Sol
omon amendments are not unfairly 
applied to veterans. 

My amendment simply states that 
no person who has served honorably 
on active duty in the Armed Forces 
shall be denied any rights, privileges 
or benefits because of his failure to 
register with the Selective Service 
System. 

In 1982, this body overwhelmingly 
approved the first Solomon amend
ment, conditioning Federal education 
assistance to the registration require
ment. Since then Job Training Part
nership Act [JTPAl benefits and Fed
eral employment have been condi
tioned to the registration requirement. 
My amendment would simply clarify 
that it was never intended that these 
laws be unfairly applied to veterans. 

Current law requires veterans, if 
they have not turned 26, to register 
with the Selective Service. Some veter
ans, unaware of the requirement, have 
failed to register by the age 26 and, 
therefore, been permanently denied 
Federal education benefits. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very real 
problem. I have spoken personally 
with a young man who served in the 
Army for 6 years and was honorably 
discharged shortly before turning age 
26. The young man was unaware of 
the requirement to register. He turned 
26 a few months after being dis
charged and is now being refused Fed-
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eral higher education assistance by 
the college he wishes to attend. 

This problem has arisen on other oc
casions and I fear could become much 
more serious as some of the newer 
laws take effect. The amendment is 
noncontroversial and would greatly 
benefit the few individuals who are 
trapped in this catch-22. 

The Department of Education and 
the Selective Service System have in
dicated they can do little to help these 
young men until Congress approves 
this technical amendment. I would 
also note that I have drafted the 
amendment to allow for the reim
bursement of education funds to any 
veteran who has been denied benefits. 

Congress approved legislation, condi
tioning Federal education assistance to 
peacetime registration in 1982 (50 
U.S.C. App. 462(0). In 1983, Congress 
conditioned JTPA benefits to registra
tion (29 U.S.C. 1504). And in 1985, 
Congress conditioned Federal employ
ment to the requirement (50 U.S.C. 
3328). Since the original Solomon 
amendment was attached to the DOD 
authorization in 1982 and the Military 
Selective Service Act falls within 
Armed Services jurisdiction I believe 
the authorization is the most appro
priate vehicle for the amendment. 

I appreciate the action this body has 
taken in the past-the Solomon 
amendments have been a success-and 
I respectfully request your support 
once again to ensure no abuses occur 
in the implementation of this law. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time I will 
yield to the gentlewoman [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman from New York 
for yielding. 

I appreciate the gentleman's help to 
me in my concern about this specific 
case that I have. I have an amendment 
to the gentleman's amendment which 
I think he will accept. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle
man, and I will now call up my amend
ment, and hopefully we can move 
right along. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. SCHROEDER TO 
THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SOLOMON 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 

I off er an amendment to the amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. SCHROEDER to 

the amendment offered by Mr. SOLOMON: In 
subsection Cg) of section 12 of the Military 
Selective Service Act Act (50 U.S.C. App. 
462) as added by the Solomon amendment, 
insert "forces of permanently handicapped 
individual may not" in lieu of "forces may 
not." 

Mrs. SCHROEDER (during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the amendment be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 

the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON] and I have worked on this. 
All it does is add to the gentleman's 
amendment the words, "or permanent
ly handicapped individual," because in 
my area many handicapped people did 
not realize they were to register for 
the draft, and then they found out 
later on that this discriminated 
against them. 

The gentleman from New York has 
been very understanding, and he 
agreed to this amendment. He helped 
me draft it, as a matter of fact. I ap
preciate his concern. It shows his com
passion for making sure that many 
people who really were innocent are 
not hurt by this. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I am delighted 
to yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

The gentlewoman has pointed out a 
flaw in the Solomon amendment, and 
certainly those people who are perma
nently handicapped and were never 
applicable to the draft in the first 
place should not be denied college 
loans and grants. 

Mr. Chairman, I certainly thank the 
gentlewoman from Colorado. She has 
done a service to the handicapped 
people, and I for one accept the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentlewoman from Colorado 
[Mrs. SCHROEDER] to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, may 
I inquire, was some Member seeking 
time on my amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair was about to make that inquiry, 
and the Chair will inform the gentle
man from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
that he has 1 minute remaining. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield that 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the amendment, but I would like to 
take this time to express my opposi
tion to the entire bill. I would like to 
quote from the Jean Francois Ravel's 
book, "Why Democracies Perish," to 
give the Members a reason why. I 
think everybody ought to listen to 
this: 

Democracy tends to ignore, even deny, 
threats to its existence because it loathes 

doing what is needed to counter them. It 
awakens only when the danger becomes 
deadly, imminent, evident. By then there is 
little time for it to save itself, for the price 
of survival has become crushingly high. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Members 
will pay attention to these very, very 
wise words. 

0 1525 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 

Russo). The question is on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON], as amend
ed. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced 
that the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair

man, I demand a recorded vote. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 408, noes 
0, not voting 23, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner <TN> 
Bonior<MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boulter 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown <CA> 
Brown CCO> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Carney 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 

CRoll No. 3561 

AYES-408 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Combest 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crane 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Darden 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dornan <CA> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart <OH> 
Eckert <NY> 
Edgar 
Edwards CCA) 
Edwards COK) 
Emerson 
English 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Fish 
Florio 
Foglietta 

Foley 
Ford <MU 
Ford <TN> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Franklin 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Gray <IL> 
Gray <PA> 
Green 
Gregg 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall<OH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hansen 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hendon 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hiler 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <OK> 
Jones <TN> 
Kanjorski 
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Kapt ur 
Kasi ch 
Kast.enmeier 
Kemp 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kindness 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
Kramer 
La.Falce 
Lagomarsino 
Lantos 
Latta 
Leach CIA> 
Leath <TX> 
Lehman <CA> 
Lehman <FL> 
Leland 
Lent 
Levin CMI> 
Levine <CA> 
Lewis CCA> 
Lewis <FL> 
Light foot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Loeffler 
Long 
Lott 
Lowery <CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lundine 
Lungren 
Mack 
MacKay 
Madigan 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin CIL> 
Martin <NY> 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCain 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McKernan 
McKinney 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
MillerCOH> 
Miller<WA> 
Mineta 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Monson 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moorhead 
Morrison CWA> 

Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nielson 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 

Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith CIA> 
SmithCNE> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

CNH> 
Smith. Robert 

<OR> 
Sn owe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stange land 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strang 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas <GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Weaver 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young(FL) 
Young<MO> 

NOT VOTING-23 
Bedell 
Breaux 
Burton <CA> 
Campbell 
Chappie 
Dannemeyer 
Erdreich 
Evans CIA> 

Flippo 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Grotberg 
Hartnett 
Hillis 
Martinez 
McCandless 

0 1540 

McHugh 
Moore 
Morrison <CT> 
Smith <FL> 
Thomas <CA> 
Waxman 
Zschau 

Mr. CONYERS changed his vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
urge my colleagues to support the Navy's 
strategic homeporting plans. 

The issue here is strategy. Homeporting 
makes strategic sense by dispersing our fleet 
on all three coasts. There should be no doubt 
about the military benefits. To argue otherwise 
defies the history of Naval warfare. 

During the American Revolutionary War, 
British Admirals Graves and Hood were 
unable to come to the aid of General Cornwal
lis after they concentrated their combined 
fleets at New York, thus allowing French naval 
units under Admiral De Grasse to blockade 
and subsequently win the battle of the Virginia 
Capes. 

In the Civil War, the United States conduct
ed effective blockades of the four major Con
federate ports-Norfolk, Charleston, New Or
leans, and Mobile-the effects of which were 
devastating to the Confederacy. 

During the Spanish-American War, with the 
Spanish Fleet in one spot at Manila Bay, the 
United States was able to effect a signal vic
tory. 

At Scapa Flow in World War II, The British 
Fleet was bottled up by only one German sub
marine, which also sank the Royal Oak. 

During World War II at Rabaul-the Japa
nese "Pearl Harbor"-and later at Truk, with 
the great concentration of naval forces in 
those areas, the United States was able to 
attack and destroy a significant portion of the 
Japanese Navy. 

We are all, of course, aware of the events 
of Pearl Harbor. With our current concentra
tion of ships in San Diego and Norfolk, we 
have now reached a 1941 Pearl Harbor situa
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that 
today one of our greatest strategic advan
tages in a maritime sense is the concentration 
of the Soviet fleet in only four sea areas-the 
Baltic, the Black, and the Barents Seas, and 
the Sea of Japan-all of which are suscepti
ble to chokepoint blockades. These Soviet 
choices and geography have favored us. The 
principle works both ways. 

A recent event just off our coast can be 
used to illustrate the concept's relevancy 
today. For obvious reasons, the Soviets have 
a burning interest in the Trident program, with 
our single basing site, they know exactly 
where to concentrate their efforts to gain intel
ligence. There is evidence to lead us to be
lieve that, last year, two Soviet intelligence 
collection ships, along with an unprecedented 
number of Soviet submarines, engaged in 
anti-Trident operations just off the strait of 
Juan de Fuca, Washington State, over a 2-
month period. The advantages of Stealth, as
sociated with our submarine operations, make 
a single site more acceptable; the point is, 
from a military perspective, two sites are far 
better than one, and three or more are even 
more so. A diluted Soviet force is preferable 
to one that is concentrated. 

When the additional consideration of prox
imity to important sea lines of communication 
is included, dispersal becomes even more at
tractive. I know I don't have to convince you 
of the significance of the proximity of our 49th 

State to the Soviet Union land mass and its 
growing importance in terms of oil, the vulner
ability of the Aleutian chain, and the expand
ing activities of the Soviets in the region. 
These considerations alone justify homeport
ing a carrier battle group in the Northwest. 

There is an old ad&ge that applies here
that is "don't put your eggs in one basket." 

Mr. Chairman, homeporting simply makes 
the most strategic sense. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the Hertel 
Amendment to delete funds for the Strategic 
Homeporting Program. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
address the subject of America's defense, but 
in a slightly different context than the argu
ments I have been hearing over the past few 
days. 

There have been two basic arguments con
cerning defense spending-it's not enough, 
and it's too much. But in the midst of all these 
facts and figures about the Bradley, the MX, 
the T-46, and the SDI, I am worried that we 
are on the verge of surrendering a battle we 
have been fighting since the Declaration of In
dependence-the battle against poverty and 
ignorance. In the long run, this battle will be 
more important to the security of the United 
States than all the Grenadas and Nicaraguas 
and even Libyas combined. 

It is no longer fashionable to talk about the 
War on Poverty. Social services programs are 
spoken about in whispers, much as the Viet
nam war was a decade ago. How did our 
struggle against want become reduced to 
such an ignominious level? Why do we no 
longer argue about guns versus butter, just 
guns versus missiles? We are making a grave 
mistake. Even though many of our so-called 
Great Society programs haven't worked out 
the way we thought they would, we have 
nothing to be ashamed of. Our only cause for 
shame would be if we abandoned these pro
grams instead of trying to improve them. We 
must remember that poverty and ignorance 
will destroy the human spirit just as surely as 
a bomb will destroy the human body. When 
substantial numbers of our citizens no longer 
believe in the American dream; when they 
don't see any hope for their future or their 
children's future-just the continuing struggle 
to keep food on the table and the landlord 
away from the door; when a job no longer be
comes a way out-just a way to survive; when 
your community no longer makes you feel 
proud-just trapped; then America is no 
longer an ideal-it's just another place to live. 
And that, Mr. Chairman, is just as dangerous 
to us as is the spread of communism in Cen
tral America or the rise of the the Shi'ite Mos
lems in the Middle East. 

And yet we know we can fight against pov
erty and ignorance, and we know there are 
many battles to be won. How many success 
stories are out there today who got where 
they are because America once had a social 
conscience? How many have we fed, doc
tored, educated, sheltered? And how many 
have returned our investment a hundredfold? 
How many are doctors, engineers, scientists, 
leaders? How many discoveries have they 
made possible? How many tax dollars have 
they paid? How many young minds have they 
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inspired? And how poor we would be without 
them! 

For the price of one MX missile, how many 
students could we send to college? For just a 
fraction of the cost of the SDI, how many 
teachers could we train? For the price of the 
Pentagon overpayments with which defense 
contractors line their pockets, how many 
hungry children could we feed? 

Hawks and doves will both agree that 
America must be defended. But when was the 
last time we seriously evaluated all the things 
we have that are worth defending-our spirit, 
our opportunities, our quality of life? It takes 
more than bullets to preserve these things, 
and it's about time we shifted some of our at
tention, not to mention resources, to these 
areas, If America is worth defending, butter 
should be just as important as guns. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4428, Na
tional Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 
1987, contains many provisions designed to 
enhance America's drug detection and inter
diction effort. H.R. 4428 provides $35.6 million 
in operations and maintenance funds for drug 
enforcement. 

H.R. 4428 contains funding for look-down 
radar on eight aircraft used in the Caribbean 
by the Air Force Reserve. The bill authorizes 
$10 million to equip four each Air Force Re
serve special operations/ combat rescue KC-
130's and HC-130's with APG-63 look-down 
radar for drug detection and surveillance. The 
four HC-130 special operations/ combat 
rescue aircraft to be utilized in military support 
to drug interdiction will require installation of 
modifications to permit aerial refueling of long
range HH-3 special operations helicopters. 
The bill provides that $1 million of the Air 
Force Reserve's operations and maintenance 
budget be allocated to this project. 

The bill contains $3.6 million to permit Air 
National Guard installations of Government 
furnished APG-63 look-down radars on cur
rent-service C-130 aircraft to provide Guard 
support to drug detection and surveillance. 

H.R. 4428 also contains $9 million in order 
to reimburse Air National Guard units flying 
under State control in support of civilian drug 
interdiction. It provides $12 million in operation 
and maintenance funds to reimburse Army 
National Guard units operating under State 
control in support of civilian drug interdiction. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that a national 
consensus is developing on the need to take 
action to curtail narcotics smuggling and use. 
The military has some unique resources and 
expertise which it can bring to bear in this 
effort. I am pleased that H.R. 4428 provides 
$35.6 million in operation and maintenance 
funds for drug enforcement support. 

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Chairman, for the first 
time in 5 years, I plan to support final passage 
of the House's defense authorization bill. 
While I would argue that our defense budget 
is still bloated and wasteful, I am supporting 
this bill because numerous provisions in it indi
cate a majority of the House has finally 
become disillusioned with the administration's 
defense and arms control policies and is 
taking matters into its own hands. 

The bill's tough, 1-year moratorium on all 
nuclear testing over one kiloton is one of the 
most hopeful provisions in the bill. Support for 
a test ban was partially garnered from needs 

that a team of seven U.S. scientists had suc
ceeded in negotiating an agreement with the 
Soviets to place state-of-the-art seismographic 
equipment in Soviet soil to monitor their nucle
ar testing. This move demonstrates the signifi
cant role that citizen diplomacy can play in 
shaping Soviet-American relations and for the 
role that Congress can play in initiating impor
tant arms control. 

I was also happy to support an amendment 
to keep the administration within the SALT II 
limits by barring the use of funds to deploy 
any nuclear weapons that would violate any of 
the weapons sublimits of the SALT II Treaty. 
The administration's decision this past May to 
declare the treaty "dead" reflected a victory 
for hardliners in the White House who are op
posed to any arms control and who mistaken
ly believe that the United States can win a nu
clear arms race. The message of this bill is 
that Congress does not and will not condone 
the President's destructive approach to arms 
control. 

In two other important moves, the House 
supported a moratorium on antisatellite and 
chemical weapons. In neither area would an 
arms race improve our security or benefit the 
taxpayers. It would be foolish indeed to 
spread the arms race further into space at a 
time when our own space program is crippled 
and the Soviets are observing an Asat test 
moratorium. With regard to our chemical 
weapons, we have a more than adequate 
stockpile of functioning weapons to meet any 
foreseeable needs. Instead of building more 
we should be negotiating a total ban with the 
Soviets. 

I am also supporting the defense bill be
cause of its important defense reorganization 
and procurement reform provisions, which 
should improve the readiness capability of our 
military while cutting waste and fraud among 
defense contractors. 

Finally, for the first time in 7 years, a majori
ty has voted to decrease defense spending. 
For the first time in 3 years, we voted to 
freeze funding for star wars. There is no ques
tion that the 1987 defense authorization bill 
could represent a turning point in this Nation's 
approach to defense. 

At the same time, there is no question that 
we have a long way to go, and today's bill is 
by no means perfect. While this bill would halt 
the rapid growth of the defense budget, we 
must remember that during the last 2 years of 
the Carter administration and the first 4 years 
under Reagan, military spending rose by an 
average of 8 percent a year, after allowing for 
inflation. In other words, the last 8 years have 
seen a SO-percent increase in defense spend
ing. 

Not only has the "spend-up" been expen
sive, it has not resulted in a stronger or more 
capable military. For instance, during the first 
4 years of the Reagan buildup, the United 
States spent 150 percent more for tanks and 
armored vehicles than it had under Jimmy 
Carter but increased its purchases of tanks by 
only 30 percent. Aircraft appropriations went 
up more than 75 percent while purchases 
went up less than 9 percent, and there are 
many other examples such as these. 

The DOD has also benefited from windfall 
profits as inflation dropped and congressional 
appropriations proved too generous. The Pen-

tagon has never offered to return the extra 
money. In fact, the Pentagon has "protected" 
part of its budget against inflation by allowing 
for a 30-percent increase over expected infla
tion levels. In one recently released report, 
surplus inflation payments from 1982 to 1986 
amounted to the incredible sum of $39.5 bil
lion. That comes to about $165 per person in 
the United States! Even more remarkable, the 
Pentagon has been unable to account for the 
money. 

Since 1981, military contracting has become 
a high-profit, low-risk enterprise. At a time 
when American manufacturers as a whole 
were suffering severe problems, (some of this 
directly attributable to the enormous budget 
deficit caused by increases in defense spend
ing combined with tax cuts) the defense busi
ness was doing remarkably well. Today's de
fense spending regime creates an environ
ment in which even our best manufacturers 
can make more money producing weapons 
than doing practically anything else. Boeing's 
1984 sales to the Government (mainly to the 
Defense Department), for instance, represent
ed 42 percent of the company's business, but 
accounted for 94 percent of its profits. 

Beyond these spending level issues, I am 
also skeptical of certain provisions within this 
bill, which would fund weapons like the T -46 
and the Bradley Fighting Vehicle-about 
which there are serious questions and con
cerns. The T-46, for example, is a trainer air
craft that even the Air Force cut from its 
budget. Instead of pausing to consider this 
move in light of its ultimate $2.8 billion cost, 
the House plowed ahead and supported au
thorization for procurement of the first 12 T -
46's. Mindless buying is producing a military 
described by one former Army general as a 
"force without power." 

Worst of all, we have spent without fully 
paying. The costs of this decision will haunt us 
well into the next century as we struggle to 
deal with a staggering Federal debt that mort
gages the future of our children. 

In spite of these imperfections in the 1987 
defense authorization bill, I will cast my vote in 
favor of today's bill because it incorporates a 
number of significant reforms. 

We have never had the opportunity to vote 
on a defense authorization bill that included 
more arms control measures. I have never 
seen a bill that addressed the deficiencies in 
our procurement and organizational practices 
so effectively. 

We've come a long way. I look forward to 
future years, when we can fully realize the 
promise of this bill. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
express my concern about the provisions in 
H.R. 4428 which affect the transportation of 
the military on chartered aircraft. These provi
sions were added to the Department of De
fense's 1987 authorization to reflect the con
cerns of the Committee on Armed Services, 
following the Arrow Air accident at Gander. 

Mr. Chairman, first let me say that I under
stand and fully share with all Members of 
Congress the desire to ensure that air trans
portation of our military personnel by commer
cial airlines, whether on charters or scheduled 
flights, will be conducted in the safest manner. 
I am not opposed to the Department of De-
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tense taking the steps necessary to ensure 
that the carriers on which military personnel 
fly are inspected and evaluated, so long as 
this is done under consultation with the Feder
al Aviation Administration [FAA]. 

In this regard, following the tragic Arrow Air 
accident, the FAA, the Secretary of Transpor
tation, and DOD agreed that it was necessary 
to take a critical look at their working relation
ship to ensure an exchange of safety informa
tion between the FAA and DOD. Several 
steps have been taken to improve this rela
tionship and safety information is now provid
ed daily to DOD officials by the FAA. 

Our Subcommittee on Aviation has also 
been working to improve the effectiveness of 
the FAA's air carrier inspection program and 
FAA is now conducting, as part of its National 
Inspection Program, an indepth inspection of 
a number of carriers which have contracts 
with the military. DOD has been invited by the 
FAA to sit in with FAA officials during the 
review briefings of the inspected operations, 
and to observe the conduct of the investiga
tions. DOD will also be provided copies of all 
the final inspection reports. 

Moreover, DOD has itself implemented a 
series of new specific survey and inspection 
requirements that will enhance substantially 
DOD's oversight of its charter program. 
Indeed, it appears that DOD has already un
dertaken most of the steps called for by the 
proposed legislation. 

For example, the Secretary of Defense in a 
directive dated June 9, 1986, specifically re
quired an intensification of the military air 
charter [MAC] system of capability surveys 
and inspections, not only to cover MAC flights 
but also to cover domestic flights under the 
authority of MTMC, the Military Traffic Man
agement Command. The net result will be ca
pability surveys of all air carriers doing busi
ness with DOD as well as inspections by DOD 
of at least 25 percent of the aircraft used by 
these carriers for transport of military person
nel. I would note that this program goes well 
beyond the proposed legislation in that it pro
vides for inspections of all air carriers, not just 
charters. 

I support DOD's efforts in this regard. How
ever, the proper monitoring and inspection of 
the airlines and their fleets is a complex and 
continuous task which requires time and expe
rienced inspectors. I believe-as does the 
Aviation Subcommittee-that the FAA should 
continue to have the basic responsibility for 
developing safety standards and enforcing 
them by inspections of the airlines. 

In this regard, I am most concerned with the 
amendment which was added by Representa
tive CHARLES BENNETT in the Armed Services 
Committee markup on H.R. 4428. This amend
ment would require that each aircraft under 
charter for transportation of the Armed Forces 
be inspected by DOD, FAA, or a contractor 
within a 72-hour period prior to the departure 
of that military chartered flight, irrespective of 
whether the charter is for personnel or cargo. 
After reviewing this particular provision, it is 
unclear to me how this requirement will result 
in a higher level of aviation safety. 

For example, the provision does not define 
the scope of the inspections it requires, nor 
the time it would take to complete such in
spections, nor does it specify the qualifica-

tions for inspectors. It is presumed that the in
spection will be a walk around the aircraft to 
inspect tire and brake condition, to ensure 
flight surveys are undamaged and to ensure 
the absence of excessive dripping fluids, as 
well as a review of maintenance logbooks. If 
so, this inspection would duplicate those per
formed routinely by air carriers or contractor 
personnel whenever there is a crew change. 
In fact, a large portion of this inspection is al
ready performed before the start of each flight 
segment. 

Moreover, the crews themselves perform 
additional inspections out of justifiable con
cern for their own safety. Alternatively, is the 
inspection supposed to be a more indepth 
mechanical inspection? If so, how long will it 
take? How is it possible to ensure that the air
craft will be idle long enough to conduct the 
inspection? Who will pay for that aircraft's 
downtime? Where will the qualified inspectors 
come from? 

Another concern that I have is the number 
of inspection sites. I understand from discus
sions with DOD personnel that there are over 
4,000 charter flights originating from 320 loca
tions worldwide. These sites include such di
verse areas as Mason City, IA; Lansing, Ml; 
Andaya, Norway; and Him Hae, Korea. Two 
hundred of these sites generate 10 or fewer 
departures a year, which is certainly not 
enough to justify maintaining an onsite inspec
tion staff. Ninety-six of the sites have only one 
departure a year. Clearly the movement of 
DOD, FAA, or other parties for performance of 
these indepth inspections will be an expensive 
and logistically difficult, if not impossible, task. 
If the FAA assumes the inspection responsibil
ity, is it contemplated that the DOD will reim
burse the FAA for this function? 

Additionally, I am concerned as to whether 
or not DOD has sufficient personnel available 
who possess the knowledge and skills needed 
to inspect the wide variety of aircraft utilized in 
military charter operations. I have been ad
vised that there are some 45 different types of 
aircraft which are used for military charters. 
Even if the necessary inspectors can be 
trained for each aircraft type and sent to each 
location site, what will happen if, for some 
reason, a different type of aircraft has to be 
substituted? Must that substitute aircraft also 
be inspected? What would be the availability 
of a DOD inspection team to perform a 
second inspection for the same flight on short 
notice? Should the bill or contractual terms 
between DOD and the air carrier provide for 
some waiver provision? 

I note that the bill applies to passengers 
and cargo charters alike. Surely, we do not 
want to institutionalize unnecessary delay in 
the movement of our military and its provi
sions with this statute. 

Perhaps the most fundamental point with 
regard to the 72-hour inspections is that made 
by Capt. Henry A. Duffy, president of the Air 
Line Pilots Association, who has strongly 
maintained that mandating inspections of indi
vidual aircraft cannot ensure flight safety and 
can only siphon off qualified personnel from 
their primary task. That task is not to clamor 
around one aircraft at a time but rather to in
spect the maintenance itself. Making sure the 
overall system is healthy and working is clear
ly the best way to prevent individual defects. 

In sum, Mr. Chairman, I believe that the 
scope of the 72-hour inspection provision may 
be far beyond the capabilities of either the 
DOD or the FAA to execute without inadvert
ent and far-reaching results that may not have 
been anticipated by the amendment's author. 
For the record, I would like to indicate my own 
opposition to the provision. I would also like to 
state that it is my understanding that both 
DOD and the FAA -are opposed to this 
amendment because they, too, believe it is 
unnecessary. I would urge my distinguished 
colleagues to address the problems we have 
identified in conference. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportuni
ty to speak to this important matter. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, when all is 
said and done on this Defense authorization, 
when all the pluses and minuses are added 
up, the bill is still too expensive. 

Compared to my original budget, this bill is 
$10 or $15 billion more expensive, depending 
on whether the standard of comparison is 
budget authority or outlays. 

Normally, on an otherwise satisfactory au
thorization bill, my vote is not driven by a little 
too much money. In this case, however, there 
will probably be no appropriation. Our spend
ing will be done in a continuing resolution. 

Since I will most likely have no other way to 
express my dissatisfaction with what I believe 
is a continuing case of overspending, I shall 
vote "no." 

Further, I hope my "no" vote also ex
presses my disapproval with the process. The 
rule was cumbersome. The procedure was 
unfair in that most Members could not even 
participate in the debate. Because it is unlikely 
that the bill will ever be passed, I don't under
stand why it was used to fill up a week when 
we should have been completing reconcilia
tion or other matters that must, and will, be 
completed before we can adjourn. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, last year, citing 
the need for a "greater upfront incentive to re
enlist," the committee increased from 50 per
cent to 75 percent the portion of the bonus 
given to service members immediately upon 
reenlistment. The committee said that the 
change "makes sense, from the member's, as 
well as from the Government's standpoint." 

Regarding costs associated with this 
change, the committee, in the fiscal year 1986 
DOD authorization report, stated that "from 
the Government's point of view, the initiative 
would increase the service's ability to retain 
high-quality individuals • • • at no addition
al-and perhaps less-cost." 

This year, citing an effort to meet budget re
duction targets, the committee reversed last 
year's decision, again mandating that only 50 
percent of the reenlistment bonus be given to 
members. Further, the committee recommend
ed a 15-percent reduction in the resources 
available for new payments. Finally, the com
mittee recommended an end to the payment 
of enlistment bonuses for all services but the 
Army. 

My colleagues, these moves are extremely 
shortsighted. Elsewhere in the report on this 
year's DOD authorization, the committee 
states that it believes that successful recruit
ing results are attributable to the compensa
tion and education incentives enacted in 
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recent years, as well as the improved image 
of the military. The committee emphasizes 
that the challenge for next year is to sustain 
the present quality of manning in the career 
force-economics and quality of life play a 
large part in career decisions. 

The cuts in enlistment and reenlistment bo
nuses are going to make it much more difficult 
to attract and retain the highest quality men 
and women in the service. Military men are 
not, by habit mercenary. If they were, they 
would not be in the military. On the other 
hand, it is difficult enough to make a living in 
the military with a family, and children that you 
hope to send to college. A pilot in his midfor
ties with the possibility of a $100,000 a year 
job with an airline, and two children to send to 
college, will probably leave the service for the 
highest paying job. The improved image of the 
military notwithstanding, Tom Cruise and Top 
Gun do not pay tuition. I urge that the effects 
of these changes be carefully considered in 
conference with the other body. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise to state my 
views on the Defense authorization as amend
ed during the consideration on the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, the Defense authorization 
and appropriation measures are very impor
tant to our Nation; to our national security; a 
significant commitment is reflected toward 
maintaining military capability and our system 
of government, our way of life. 

The decisions and outline of these meas
ures add significant substance to U.S. policy 
positions. 

They also make up a significant portion of 
our national budget, exclusive of interest on 
the total $2 trillion national U.S. debt. Depart
ment of Defense expenditures represent over 
40 percent of the budget, even more if all the 
retired military and civilians that should prop
erly be scored to our defense efforts are in
cluded and related programs such as the 
space shuttle. 

It is obvious to all the membership that we 
must effectively address this segment of the 
budget if we are going to come to grips with 
the overall national Government budget, 

Balanced national priorities will and can 
result in a balanced national budget Mr. Chair
man. The U.S. citizen needs progress at the 
arms reduction forums, both reducing and lim
iting nuclear and nonnuclear weapons. The 
lack of progress these past 6 years has result
ed in an unprecedented increase in U.S. mili
tary expenditures, in fact the greatest peace
time increase in our Nation's history. And 
while the votes in Congress and Presidential 
support have been forthcoming for these 
spending programs, both Congress and the 
President have not been willing to raise the 
ta>ces to pay for these weapon systems and 
spending; rather it has bee"n put on the annual 
U.S. deficit credit tab. Military spending there
fore results in the most significant contribution 
to the doubling of our national debt. In just 5 
years the U.S. national debt has grown from 
$1 trillion in 1981 to $2 trillion in 1986. 

Frankly, this military buildup has been 
denied a fundamental accountability test that 
is inherent in a democracy; in other words, are 
the folks back home willing to pay for these 
weapon systems and spending policies? Are 
the U.S. citizens satisfied to pay in ta>< dollars 
and the inherent risk of living in a world with 

thousands or more nuclear warheads for the 
policy path that has been followed these past 
6 years? 

This question is masked over by a discus
sion of values, but such circumvention is not 
useful, we are all against nuclear war, we are 
all for freedom, we don't trust the Soviets and 
disagree with their form of government, we all 
want an effective military, but can any amount 
of Federal spending achieve those goals ex
clusively of multilateral arms agreement? I 
think that the answer is in the negative. 

Finally now in 1986 the House of Repre
sentatives has called for a rational answer to 
the budget questions and security risks ex
pressed by the U.S. policies that have been 
followed. 

Mr. Chairman, I'm going to support this De
fense authorization measure today because I 
think it sends the necessary signal that we are 
re-ordering our defense spending priorities. 
I've strongly supported and voted for a host of 
amendments which reshape the priorities of 
our existing defense programs. Choosing pri
orities is what our role in Congress is all 
about. When every military program is treated 
as a priority then nothing is a priority. 

When the Congressional Military Reform 
Caucus was initially formed I participated, and 
while in recent months I've not been as 
active, I'm pleased to see that this group has 
matured and is providing some balance to the 
special interests and turf fights that have 
dominated defense authorization consider
ation in the past. 

First of all I was pleased to support the 
amendment by Mr. SPRATT to force the de
fense authorization, budget outlay, and author
ity spending into the House/Senate budget 
resolution that we agreed to earlier this year. 

That was essential for maintaining credibil
ity, especially when we as Members all recog
nize and mostly share the goal of staying 
within the budget target for 1987 with a deficit 
no greater than the $144 billion. Because of 
the shortfall of economic growth we will face 
even more reductions and reforms. It would 
have been highly inappropriate and unfair to 
shield the military budget from sharing in 
achieving this budget goal. The House adopt
ed this amendment and gave a reaffirmation 
to our budget blueprint and to fairness. 

Second, the House acted overwhelmingly 
on the measure in this legislation advanced by 
Mr. NICHOLS, the subcommittee chairman, 
who shaped a new title to provide reorganiza
tion of war fighting commands of the DOD, 
providing the type of coordination among the 
military branches that have been lacking in 
the past. This offers a real advance for im
proving the readiness and capability of our 
U.S. Armed Forces and centralizing their field 
performance. 

Third, procurement reforms are included in 
this measure many that Members of this 
House and I have previously sponsored in 
order to advance their successful consider
ation on this floor the past few days. 

The revolving door from military service to 
work for defense contractors is slowed by a 2-
year wait for those who were intimately in
volved with a weapon system or program, fur
ther whistleblower protections are achieved, 
limits on unpriced contracts, "should cost 
data" is mandated, competitive weapon proto-

types, small business set asides and notifica
tion is required and penalties are applied to 
the defense companies and their corporate of
ficers; when misrepresentation occurs, these 
officials will be held accountable. 

Fourth, Mr. Chairman, the strategic weapon 
systems are restrained, while in many in
stances I feel the dollars spent are excessive. · 
Considering the lack of progress in Geneva, 
however, provides an insight into why some 
House Members are unwilling to reduce these 
systems. Frankly, all too often the nuclear 
weapons and strategic systems advanced as 
bargaining chips result in deployed weapons. 
We cut back the administration request for 
SDI, star wars by $640 million with the Ben
nett amendment weich I supported and could 
have done better with the Dellums amend
ment. The final figure is $2.3 billion less than 
the administration request and still is an in
crease over the 1986 SDI budget. 

Amendments which would have limited the 
MX missile and the Trident D-5 were also de
feated, again I voted to limit these systems 
and feel that the continued production of such 
weapons will make arms agreements more 
difficult to achieve. The existing ICBM weap
ons that we now have deployed are sufficient 
for a U.S. deterrent. 

The House overwhelmingly reaffirmed its 
commitment and this measure states as U.S. 
law, a 1 year nuclear test moratorium, provid
ed that the Soviets do the same. It's an im
portant step forward to insure the continued 
viability of the test ban treaty. Similarly, we 
reaffirmed our commitment to the SALT 11 
Treaty and the limits inherent in that agree
ment. The Dicks amendment which I support
ed bars funds that would be used to deploy 
any weapons which would violate the sublimits 
of the SALT II Treaty, clearly a necessary 
action in light of President Reagan's an
nounced intention to abandon SALT II. This 
treaty is not dead and must be retained. If 
there are violations or misunderstandings, the 
place to resolve these issues is within the 
standing consultive committee; not by killing 
the SALT II agreement. In action on the 
House floor we adopted an amendment which 
bars testing Asat as long as the Soviets ob
serve a moratoria on such antisatellite tests. It 
is important that we continue to make every 
effort to abide by existing accords and these 
actions support such a policy. 

Fifth was the narrow defeat of chemical 
weapons on the floor in adoption of the 
Porter/Fascell amendment which bars use of 
spending authorization by the bill for binary 
nerve gas. I strongly supported this amend
ment and am concerned that we prevent the 
production of a chemical weapon which would 
take a step backward in history. It is hard to 
understand when the United States has 
agreed not to use such a weapon why some 
should be advocating the production and re
search of new deadly forms of chemical 
weapons. 

Mr. Chairman, this measure is far from per
fect. I've noted some of my disagreements, 
but I think it is a significant improvement over 
the administration submitted DOD request. It 
places a significant reliance on maintaining 
high quality enlisted personnel, provides a 3-
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percent raise for 1987, a modest but neces
sary increase. 

Too often we act as if weapon systems are 
all that matters when in fact the most impor
tant resource is the human resource, our sail
ors, airmen and women, and soldiers who so 
loyally serve our Nation. 

Finally, I believe that we must come to grips 
with the limits inherent in making choices. 
When we opt for a $10 billion or $50 billion 
weapon system that means that we won't 
have the dollars to expend on other defense 
capabilities, it represents a significant commit
ment by the American people often stretching 
into decades, therefore we must exercise our 
best judgment, my colleagues. Some have 
said in these past days that we should not 
spend the long hours and numerous days 
considering this defense legislation-I strongly 
disagree; these decisions are among the most 
important that we make, they deserve all the 
attention that we can focus upon them. I sin
cerely hope that we will, in the future, contin
ue these debates because surely the defense 
budget and issues must be better addressed, 
so that finally our Nation receives the most ef
ficient and effective defense capability that 
the hard earned tax dollars of our constituents 
can provide. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of H.R. 4428, the National Defense Authoriza
tion Act for fiscal year 1987. 

Throughout my tenure in this body, I have 
been a strong and vocal critic while express
ing support for a strong and adequate defense 
of the number of dollars devoted to the pur
chase of many wasteful and destabilizing 
weapons. 

Though the amount authorized by this bill 
for defense is more than $30 billion less than 
the President's request, it is still above the 
level needed to provide for a strong defense 
of our Nation. And many of the weapons au
thorized are extraordinarily dangerous and un
necessary. 

But this bill contains a series of provisions 
which represent a dramatic departure from 
recent congressional action on the urgent and 
pressing matter of nuclear arms control. On 
issue after issue, the House has sent a mes
sage to the President of the United States. 
That message is loud and clear. It says, "We 
will no longer endlessly approve weapon 
system after weapon system as bargaining 
chips for negotiations with the Soviet Union. 
We will no longer stand by as the negotiations 
proceed without results. We demand action 
on nuclear arms control." 

After more than 5 years, the present admin
istration cannot point to a single achievement 
on nuclear arms control. Instead, the Presi
dent seems intent on scrapping the existing 
agreements which have already been negoti
ated. It is therefore up to the Congress, acting 
on behalf of the American people, to direct 
the President to maintain existing arms agree
ments and to work diligently toward conclud
ing future agreements. In fact, no single task 
for Congress could be more important. 

This year's defense authorization bill begins 
to live up to this task. It contains directions to 
the President on a series of matters, including · 
nuclear testing, compliance with the SALT II 
arms control agreement, antisatellite weap
ons, and chemical weapons. These directions 

represent a major advance in the fight to 
reduce the threat of nuclear war, and they de
serve the support of all who seek to achieve 
that goal. 

I strongly supported an amendment by Rep
resentatives ASPIN, GEPHARDT, and SCHROE
DER calling for a bilateral moratorium on nu
clear tests. 

Nuclear testing permits the superpowers to 
develop new nuclear warheads that are more 
powerful, more accurate, and more danger
ous. It helps drive the arms race forward. 

For this reason, every President from 
Dwight Eisenhower through Jimmy Carter has 
pursued a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty to 
ban nuclear explosions once and for all. For 
this reason, the American public wholeheart
edly supports a ban on nuclear testing. And 
for this reason, both the House of Represent
atives and the U.S. Senate have previously 
passed nonbinding resolutions calling on the 
President to reopen negotiations with the 
Soviet Union to make such an agreement. 

But Ronald Reagan will have none of it. He 
is the first President of the nuclear age who 
does not include a Comprehensvie Test Ban 
Treaty as one of this major foreign policy ob
jectives. He has ignored the pleas of the 
American people to negotiate. He has ignored 
the will of Congress. And he has ignored the 
overtures of the Soviets, who have refrained 
from testing nuclear weapons for more than a 
year and have permitted a private U.S. scien
tific group to place seismic monitoring equip
ment in their nation to monitor Soviet compli
ance with a test ban. 

The Aspin-Gephardt-Schroeder nuclear test
ing amendment will force the President to join 
the Soviet pause on nuclear testing. It will 
therefore create the preconditions necessary 
for the conclusion of a long-term and compre
hensive agreement to ban nuclear explosions 
for all time. 

The amendment, which is a revised version 
of the bill (H.R. 3442) introduced by Repre
sentative SCHROEDER, calls for a 1-year halt 
on nuclear explosions larger than 1 kiloton. 
The ban would begin on January 1, 1987, and 
continue for 1 year. The President would 
retain the right to end the test ban if the Sovi
ets explode a weapon outside the designated 
testing area, or if the Soviets refuse to place 
on-site verification equipment in their country 
to help monitor their compliance. 

These conditions make it abundantly clear 
that the test ban the amendment calls for is a 
bilateral moratorium that will be monitored 
carefully to ensure compliance. 

I believe that a moratorium on nuclear test
ing is an important first step on the road 
toward a mutual freeze on nuclear weapons 
and eventual agreements to reduce our nucle
ar arsenals. Therefore, we are deeply indebt
ed to those in Congress and those in the 
arms control community who worked so hard 
to see that this provision was enacted. 

I also enthusiastically supported the amend
ment by Mr. DICKS to ensure continued com
pliance by the United States with the SALT II 
arms control treaty. 

The President announced earlier this year 
that he intends to abrogate the SALT II treaty 
in the fall. I believe that this is an extraordinar
ily dangerous and counterproductive action. It 
will significantly increase tensions with the 

Soviet Union. It will lead to the unravelling of 
the entire existing arms control regime with 
the Soviets. And it will drive a wedge between 
the United States and its allies, who have 
been unanimous in their disapproval of this 
action. 

The decision to scrap SALT II threatens to 
boost the arms race into its most dangerous 
phase yet-a phase in which each side hur
ries to outdo the other in acquiring more and 
more weapons with more and more destruc
tive power. 

This would be threatening under any cir
cumstances. But it is even more threatening 
because the Soviet Union is poised to exploit 
the situation to its own advantage. The Sovi
ets have many more "hot" production lines 
than we do, so they will be able to increase 
the number of missiles deployed and the 
number of warheads on those missiles much 
faster then we can. Even advocates of a sus
tained military buildup in this Nation must real
ize that scrapping the SALT II Treaty is not in 
our national interest. 

There are legitimate arguments about 
Soviet compliance with some aspects of the 
SALT II Treaty. But there is absolutely no evi
dence that the Soviet Union has violated the 
main part of the treaty, which sets numerical 
limits on each side's nuclear missiles. There
fore, the Dicks amendment prohibits the use 
of funds to deploy nuclear weapons which vio
late the numerical limits of the treaty. If at any 
time the President certifies that the Soviet 
Union has violated those limits, the United 
States would be free to do the same. 

Passage of the Dicks amendment is a major 
step in the fight to ensure that the existing 
arms control regime-which is the only obsta
cle to an all-out nuclear arms race-is main
tained. 

The House also adopted an extremely im
portant amendment that continues the current 
moratorium on the testing of antisatellite 
[Asat] weapons. Congress acted last year to 
block testing of these weapons so long as the 
Soviets similarly refrain. In doing so, we 
sought to prevent the initiation of an ertirely 
new arms race in space that could threaten 
the viability of our early warning and communi
cation satellites. 

The moratorium is a success. It contributes 
to stability and reduces the risk of nuclear 
war. There is simply no plausible reason to 
end it, and the House has acted responsibly in 
adopting the Brown-Coughlin amendment to 
extend it. 

The House also acted to postpone for 1 
year the procurement of heinous nerve gas 
weapons. These weapons have no place in 
the arsenal of any° nation, and we should be 
negotiating to do away with them entirely 
rather than building more of them. Moreover, 
the Bigeye bomb which the administration 
wants to produce is technically flawed in a 
manner that would threaten the safety of our 
own forces if it was ever used. 

The Fascell-Porter amendment will give us 
some time to negotiate an end to chemical 
weapons before we purchase an entirely new 
generation of nerve gas weapons whose 
safety and efficacy has been called into ques
tion. I strongly supported this amendment. 
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The adoption of strongly worded amend

ments on nuclear testing, SALT II, antisatellite 
weapons, and chemical weapons, demon
strates that the House is seeking a dramatic 
change in our approach to arms control mat
ters. For the first time in recent memory, we 
are not only calling for action, but directing 
that action be taken. 

However, the Defense authorization bill is 
not without its serious flaws. The bill continues 
to give approval to destabilizing first-strike 
weapons such as the MX and the Trident II or 
D-5 missile. And though the funding level for 
star wars was decreased, the bill also lends 
support to this dangerously misguided plan for 
a defense against ballistic missiles. 

I have been a strong opponent of the Presi
dent's star wars plan since it was announced. 
Star Wars will abrogate the existing Anti-Bal
listic Missile (ABM) Treaty, and it will harm our 
ability to negotiate arms agreements in the 
future. Further, there is increasing evidence 
that the star wars scheme will not work as the 
President hopes. Because no antiballistic mis
sile system could ever be 100 percent effec
tive, the Star Wars Program will amount to a 
costly boondoggle that greatly increases the 
risk of nuclear war. 

The House agreed to approve $3.1 billion 
for the President's star wars plan in the 
coming year. While I am gratified that the 
House chose to reduce funding for star wars 
well below the President's request of $5.4 bil
lion, I do not believe that we should continue 
to throw the taxpayers' money away in this 
manner. Instead, we should make every effort 
to negotiate a treaty to prevent the militariza
tion of space. 

The House rejected the amendment which I 
offered to transfer funds for the Trident II Mis
sile Program into an account designated for 
continued production of the Trident I missile. 

I proposed such a transfer because the Tri
dent II missile is a highly destabilizing first
strike weapon. Like the MX missile, it is char
acterized by high explosive yield and pinpoint 
accuracy. Like the MX, it will destroy hard
ened silos in the Soviet Union. But unlike the 
MX, which has been capped at a level of 50 
missiles, the size of the envisioned Trident 
force is truly massive. The Navy plans to 
deploy at least 480 Trident missiles carrying 
almost 4,000 warheads. As a result, the 
United States will acquire the capability to de
stroy all of the Soviet Union's land-based 
forces in a preemptive first strike. 

The acquisition of a first-strike capability by 
the United States will be highly destabilizing. 
In all likelihood, it will force the Soviets to 
adopt a policy of launch on warning, which will 
greatly increase the risk of an accidental nu
clear war. 

However, we could easily avoid this danger 
by canceling the Trident II Program and in
stead continuing production of the existing Tri
dent I missile, which is a formidable retaliatory 
weapon. Not only would this enhance our na
tional security, but it would save more than 
$10 billion. 

Those of us who understand the danger 
posed to our Nation and the world by a nucle
ar war will not be satisfied with the arms con
trol achievements made by this bill. We will 
continue to press for an end to the Star Wars 
Program. We will continue to press for the 

elimination of first-strike weapons like the MX 
and the Trident II. And we will continue to 
press for a freeze on the production of nucle
ar weapons and for eventual reductions in the 
superpowers' arsenals. 

Mr. Chairman, I am greatly pleased that we 
have made some real progress this year in 
slowing the nuclear arms race. I will support 
this bill. But I am hopeful that this year's 
achievements will represent only a first step in 
the battle to bring the nuclear arms race 
under control once and for all. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman. I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, just prior to the last 
vote, the chairman of the full commit
tee, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. ASPIN], was kind enough to ob
serve that we will be diminished in 
number, on our side of the aisle at 
least, in the committee by some retir
ing Members. 

Since most of the Members were not 
present to join in the observance, I 
was wondering if the chairman would 
again make his comments, because I 
think that they are most appropriate. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to say, for the benefit of all Mem
bers present, that there are some very, 
very important members of the House 
Committee on Armed Services who are 
leaving our committee and leaving 
Congress this year. They are large in 
number, and even larger in terms of 
importance on the committee. I would 
like to commend all of them for their 
service and to say how much we will 
miss them. 

They are the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. WHITEHURST], who is retir
ing after nine terms; the gentlewoman 
form Maryland [Mrs. HOLT], who is re
tiring after seven terms; the gentle
man from Indiana CMr. HILLIS], who is 
retiring after eight terms; the gentle
man from Colorado [Mr. KRAMER], 
who is leaving Congress after four 
terms to run for Senate in Colorado; 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. HARTNETT], who is leaving Con
gress after three terms to run for Lieu
tenant Governor; and the gentleman 
from New York CMr. CARNEY], who is 
leaving Congress after four terms. 

These are people who have made a 
very, very significant contribution to 
the functioning of the Armed Services 
Committee. They are people whom we 
have come to admire, to like, and to 
depend on. I am saying here on behalf 
of all members of the Armed Services 
Committee that we will sorely miss 
them all. 

[Applause, the Members rising.] 

0 1550 
Mr. DICKINSON. Let me add my re

marks, if I might, to those of the 
chairman and say that I join with him 
on our side of the aisle in saying we 

appreciate the remarks of the chair
man. Those retiring Members are 
going to leave quite a deficit and a 
hole on our side of the aisle on the 
Armed Services Committee. 

Having worked with them anywhere 
from 20 years to perhaps as little as 4 
years, we are going to miss them very 
much. They are hard working, dili
gent, concerned Members that have 
been most effective, and we certainly 
will miss them. 

Mr. Chairman, in the time remain
ing let me just advise the Members 
that when we return to the House, I 
will have one motion to recommit 
which will delete the four amend
ments that were added, one by Mr. 
ASPIN on nuclear testing, one by Mr. 
DICKS relating to SALT II, one by Mr. 
BROWN of California related to anti
satellite weapons, and one by Mr. 
PORTER relating to chemical weapons. 
It will be the same bill as we have just 
passed deleting these four amend
ments that were added, and adding an 
amendment dealing with posse comita
tus which has been espoused by the 
gentleman from California CMr. 
HUNTER] simply saying that the Feder
al Government will have the right to 
intercept incoming aircraft in its pur
suit, in hot pursuit, in an effort to con
trol drugs. 

So that would be the only addition 
to the motion to recommit, plus taking 
out the four amendments that have 
been previously adopted when we get 
to that point. 

So, with that explanation, when the 
time arrives, I will off er the motion to 
recommit. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
Russo>. The question is on the Com
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as modified, as amended. 

The Committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as modified, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. 
Under the rule, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. 
FOLEY], having asssumed the chair, 
Mr. Russo, Chairman pro tempore of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under 
consideration the bill <H.R. 4428) to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 1987 for the Armed Forces for 
procurement, for research, develop
ment, test, and evaluation, for oper
ation and maintenace, and for working 
capital funds, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes, 
pursuant to House Resolution 531, he 
reported the bill back to the House 
with an amendment adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 
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Is a separate vote demanded on any 

amendment to the Committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? If not, the question is on the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read 
the third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. 
DICKINSON 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
off er a motion to recommit with in
structions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. DICKINSON. I am, Mr. Speak
er, in its present form. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom
mit with instructions. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. DICKINSON of Alabama moves to re

commit the bill H.R. 4428 to the Committee 
on Armed Services with instructions to 
report it back forthwith with the following 
amendment: 

The bill, H.R. 4428, as reported to the 
House with such amendments adopted by 
the House, is amended by deleting the fol
lowing amendments adopted in the House 
and Committee of the Whole: 

The amendment offered by Mr. AsPIN, re
lating to nuclear testing; and the amend
ment by Mr. DICKS relating to SALT II; the 
amendment by Mr. BROWN relating to anti
satellite weapons; and the amendment by 
Mr. PORTER relating to chemical munitions; 
and adding the following new section at the 
end of the bill, as follows:' 
SEC. 1. USE OF ARMED FORCES FOR INTERDICTION 

OF NARCOTICS AT UNITED STATES 
BORDERS. 

<a> GENERAL REQUIREMENT.-
Cl> AUTHORITY TO LOCATE, PURSUE, AND 

SEIZE AIRCRAFT AND VESSELS.-Within 30 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall deploy equipment and 
personnel of the Armed Forces sufficient to 
halt the unlawful penetration of United 
States borders by aircraft and vessels carry
ing narcotics. Such equipment and person
nel shall be used to locate, pursue, and seize 
such vessels and aircraft and to arrest their 
crews. Military personnel may not make ar
rests of crew members of any such aircraft 
or vessels after the crew members have de
parted the aircraft vessels, unless the mili
tary personnel are in hot pursuit. 

(2) RADAR COVERAGE.-Within 30 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
President shall deploy radar aircraft in suf
ficient numbers so that during the hours of 
darkness there is continuous aerial radar 
coverage of the southern border of the 
United States. 

(3) PuRSUIT AIRCRAFT.-The President 
shall deploy sufficient numbers of rotor 
wing and fixed wing aircraft to pursue and 
seize intruding aircraft detected by the 
radar aircraft referred to in paragraph <2>. 
The President shall use personnel and 
equipment of the United States Customs 
Service and the Coast Guard to assist in car
rying out this paragraph. 

(4) USE OF NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVES.
In carrying out this section, the President 

shall use members of the National Guard 
and the Reserves. The tours of such mem
bers shall correspond to their training com
mitments and shall be considered to be 
within their mission. The President shall 
withhold Federal funding from any Nation
al Guard unit whose State commander does 
not cooperate with the drug interdiction 
program required by this section. 

(5) EXPENSES.-The expenses of carrying 
out this section shall be borne by the De
partment of Defense. 

(b) 45-DAY DEADLINE.-The President shall 
substantially halt the unlawful penetration 
of United States borders by aircraft and ves
sels carrying narcotics within 45 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

Cc) REPORT.-Within 60 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the President 
shall report to Congress the effect on mili
tary readiness of the drug interdiction pro
gram required by this section and the costs 
in the areas of procurement, operation and 
maintenance, and personnel which are nec
essary to restore readiness to the level exist
ing before commencement of such program. 

<2> The number of aircraft, vessels, and 
persons interdicted during the operation of 
the drug interdiction program and the 
number of arrests and convictions resulting 
from each program. 

<3> Recommendations for any changes in 
existing law that may be necessary to more 
efficiently carry out this program. 

(d) REQUEST FOR FuNDING.-Within 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall submit to Congress a re
quest for-

(1) the amount of funds spent as a result 
of the drug interdiction program required 
by this section; and 

<2> the amount of funds needed to contin
ue operation of the program through fiscal 
year 1987. 
Such request shall include amounts neces
sary to restore the readiness of the Armed 
Forces to the level existing before com
mencement of the program. 

(e) BUDGET REQUESTS.-Beginning with the 
budget request for fiscal year 1988 and for 
each fiscal year thereafter, the President 
shall submit in his budget for the Depart
ment of Defense a request for funds for the 
drug interdiction program required by this 
section in the form of a separate budget 
function. 

Mr. DICKINSON (during the read
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the motion to recommit 
be considered as read and printed in 
the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DICKINSON. Ladies and gentle

men of the House, we are coming to 
the end of the 2 weeks of long arduous 
deliberation and debate here, and we 
only have two more votes I think 
facing us. One is the motion to recom
mit, which is before us, and the other 
is final passage. 

I said this while we were in the com
mittee, and I would like to reiterate 
while we are here in the House my 
reason for offering this motion. In the 
22 years that I have been here I have 
always supported the bill of the com
mittee, and it is with a great deal of 
reluctance that I have come to the 

conclusion that I cannot support the 
committee's product in this final pas
sage today. 

We started off with a pretty good 
bill, and it got successively worse, and 
I wondered at what point it would get 
so bad that I would feel like I could 
not support it. And one by one the 
amendments were added, first to 
reduce the funding level by $7 billion 
less than the Budget Committee said 
we could spend; second was on SDI, 
third was Asat, SALT, comprehensive 
test ban, chemical weapons, then 
Davis-Bacon, not to mention the po
litically popular New York amend
ment dealing with the T-46, that 
turkey that will never fly. 

So, Mr. Speaker, reluctantly I have 
come to the conclusion that we are 
really better off without a bill than 
the present bill. For that reason I am 
not going to vote for it, and I would 
ask the Members of the House not to 
vote for it. I think we will be better off 
without a bill. 

Having said that, I have offered a 
motion to recommit which will take 
out four amendments that were added, 
that have been alluded to. That is the 
Aspin amendment relative to the nu
clear testing, the Dicks amendment 
relative to SALT II, the Brown amend
ment relating to Asat, the Porter 
amendment on chemical weapons, and 
I have added a section that had been 
requested by the gentleman from Cali
fornia CMr. HUNTER] in the Rules 
Committee, but denied to be added to 
this bill which simply says the Federal 
Government, using military planes, 
can intercept in hot pursuit incoming 
drugs into this country, and make ar
rests. I think it is a desirable addition. 

I think that the vote to accept the 
bill without the amendments I have 
enumerated is also a desirable thing. I 
would like to say I appreciate the co
operation I received from ·my chair
man in trying circumstances, and I 
certainly urge the Members to careful
ly consider what I have said. I think 
we are better off without a bill than 
with the bill we have before us. 

For that reason, I would ask my col
leagues, all of you, vote this down. The 
administration would rather have no 
bill than the bill before us. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I urge a no 

vote on the motion to recommit of
fered by the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. DICKINSON]. 

The gentleman from Alabama says 
that he is opposed to the bill and op
posed to the amendments which have 
been offered, but they have, of course, 
been offered and adopted by the 
whole House, and voted by, in most 
cases, an overwhelming majority of 
the Members of this House. They are, 
as the gentleman pointed out, the four 
issues of nuclear testing, SALT II, 
antisatellite weapons and the chemical 
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munitions, so these are issues that 
have been debated and voted on, and a 
majority of Members of the Congress 
have accepted the positions that are in 
this bill. 

As for the Hunter provisions having 
to do with the posse comitatus, those 
were not allowed by the Rules Com
mittee because the Rules Committee is 
fashioning and the whole House, the 
leadership of the House, is fashioning 
a drug fighting bill which will come 
later, and all of these issues will come 
as a part of that. The House will have 
plenty of opportunity to vote its will 
on the issue of the use of military 
troops in the fight against drugs. 

So I would urge the voting down of 
this motion to recommit, and then fol
lowed by a vote in favor of the bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. With

out objection, the previous question is 
ordered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 163, noes 
247, not voting 21, as follows: 

Archer 
Armey 
Bad ham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boulter 
Broomfield 
Bryant 
Burton <IN> 
Byron 
Callahan 
Carney 
Chandler 
Cheney 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Daniel 
Darden 
Daub 
Davis 
De Lay 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
DioGuardi 
Dornan <CA> 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dyson 
Eckert.<NY> 
Edwards COK> 
Emerson 

CRoll No. 357] 

AYES-163 
Fawell McCain 
Fiedler McColl um 
Fields McDade 
Frenzel McEwen 
Gallo McGrath 
Gekas McMillan 
Gilman Michel 
Gingrich Miller <OH> 
Gradison Miller <WA> 
Gregg Mollohan 
Hall, Ralph Monson 
Hammerschmidt Montgomery 
Hansen Moorhead 
Hendon Morrison <WA> 
Hiler Murtha 
Holt Myers 
Hopkins Nelson 
Hubbard Nichols 
Hunter Nielson 
Hutto Oxley 
Hyde Packard 
Ireland Parris 
Kasi ch Pashayan 
Kemp Petri 
Kindness Quillen 
Kolbe Ray 
Kramer Regula 
Lagomarsino Rinaldo 
Latta Ritter 
Lent Roberts 
Lewis <CA> Robinson 
Lewis <FL> Roemer 
Lipinski Rogers 
Livingston Roth 
Lloyd Rowland <CT> 
Loeffler Rudd 
Lott Saxton 
Lowery <CA> Schaefer 
Lujan Schuette 
Lungren Schulze 
Mack Shaw 
Madigan Shelby 
Marlenee Shumway 
Martin <NY> Shuster 

Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith<NE> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith. Robert 

<OR> 
Snyder 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Barnes 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Biaggi 
Boehle rt 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner CTN> 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 
Brown CCO> 
Bruce 
Bustamante 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Dasch le 
de la Garza 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart COH> 
Edgar 
Edwards CCA> 
English 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford CMI> 
Ford CTN> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 

Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stenholrn 
Strang 
Stratton 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tauzin 
Taylor 

NOES-247 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Gray <IL> 
Gray CPA> 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
HallCOH> 
Hamilton 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones CNC> 
Jones COK> 
Jones <TN> 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Leach CIA) 
Leath <TX> 
LehmanCCA> 
Lehman <FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MI> 
Levine CCA> 
Lightfoot 
Long 
LowryCWA> 
Luken 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Manton 
Markey 
Martin <IL> 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McKinney 
Meyers 
Mica 
Mikulski 
MillerCCA> 
Mineta 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Moody 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 

Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Whitehurst 
Whittaker 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Young <AK> 
Young<FL> 

Panetta 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland CGA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith CNJ) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Thomas CGA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
YoungCMO> 

Bedell 
Breaux 
Burton <CA> 
Campbell 
Chappie 
Dannemeyer 
Erdreich 

NOT VOTING-21 
Evans <IA> 
Flippo 
Franklin 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Grotberg 
Hartnett 

0 1615 

Hillis 
Martinez 
McCandless 
Moore 
Morrison <CT> 
Thomas <CA> 
Zschau 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. McCandless for, with Mr. Martinez 

against. 
Mr. Chappie for, with Mr. Morrison of 

Connecticut against. 
Mr. Hartnett for, with Mr. Garcia against. 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT changed his vote 

from "aye" to "no." 
So the motion to recommit was re

jected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

FOLEY). The question is on the passage 
of the bill. 

The question was taken, and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-yeas 255, nays 
152, not voting 24, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner CTN> 
Bonior CMI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Coleman CTX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Coyne 

CRoll No. 358] 

YEAS-255 
Daniel 
Darden 
Daschle 
de la Garza 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart <OH> 
Edgar 
Edwards CCA> 
English 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Florio 
Fog Ii et ta 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Ford CTN> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gray <IL> 
Gray CPA> 
Green 
Guarini 
HallCOH> 
Hamilton 

Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones COK> 
Jones CTN> 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Leach <IA> 
Leath <TX> 
Lehman CCA> 
Lehman <FL> 
Leland 
Levin CMI> 
Levine CCA> 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
LowryCWA> 
Luken 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Manton 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzo Ii 
Mccloskey 
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Mccurdy 
McHugh 
McKeman 
McKinney 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Mineta 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Panetta 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 

Archer 
Armey 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boulter 
Broomfield 
Brown <CO> 
Burton <IN > 
Callahan 
Camey 
Chandler 
Cheney 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Crockett 
Daub 
Davis 
De Lay 
Dell urns 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
DioGuardi 
Dornan <CA> 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Eckert <NY> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Franklin 
Frenzel 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Gregg 
Gunderson 
Hall, Ralph 

Anderson 
Bad ham 
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Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland <GA> 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <NJ> 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 

Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<MO> 

NAYS-152 
Hammerschmidt Quillen 
Hansen Regula 
Hendon Ritter 
Hiler Roberts 
Holt Rogers 
Hopkins Roth 
Hunter Rowland <CT> 
Hyde Roybal 
Ireland Rudd 
Kasich Saxton 
Kastenmeier Schaefer 
Kemp Schuette 
Kindness Schulze 
Kolbe Sensenbrenner 
Kramer Shaw 
Lagomarsino Shelby 
Latta Shumway 
Lent Shuster 
Lewis <CA> Siljander 
Lewis <FL> Skeen 
Lightfoot Slaughter 
Livingston Smith <IA> 
Loeffler Smith <NE> 
Lott Smith, Denny 
Lowery <CA) <OR> 
Lujan Smith, Robert 
Lungren <NH> 
Mack Smith, Robert 
Madigan <OR> 
Marlenee Snyder 
Martin <IL) Solomon 
Martin <NY> Spence 
McCain Stangeland 
McColl um Strang 
McDade Stump 
McEwen Sundquist 
McGrath Sweeney 
McMillan Swindall 
Meyers Tauke 
Michel Taylor 
Miller <OH> Vander Jagt 
Miller <WA> Vucanovich 
Monson Walker 
Moorhead Weber 
Morrison <WA> Whitehurst 
Myers Whittaker 
Nielson Wolf 
Oxley Wortley 
Packard Wylie 
Parris Young <AK> 
Pashayan Young <FL> 
Petri 

NOT VOTING-24 
Bedell 
Breaux 

Burton <CA> 
Campbell 

Chappie 
Dannemeyer 
Erdreich 
Evans <IA) 
Flippo 
Fuqua 

Garcia 
Grotberg 
Hartnett 
Hatcher 
Hillis 
Martinez 

0 1630 

McCandless 
Moore 
Morrison <CT> 
Thomas <CA) 
Udall 
Zschau 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Martinez for, with Mr. McCandless 

against. 
Mr. Morrison of Connecticut for, with Mr. 

Chappie against. 
Mr. Garcia for, with Mr. Hartnett against. 
So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 4428, NA
TIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1987 
Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that in the engrossment 
of the bill, H.R. 4428, the Clerk be au
thorized to make such clerical and 
technical corrections as may be neces
sary. 

The Speaker pro tempore <Mr. 
FOLEY). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Wiscon
sin? 

There was no objection. 

COMMENDING THE STAFF OF 
THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON 
ARMED SERVICES 
<Mr. ASPIN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
I take this time to commend the staff 
of the House Committee on Armed 
Services. They really did an outstand
ing job. They worked with all the 
members, whether their philosophies 
were different or not, and they gave us 
great service. Certainly I want to com
mend the staff of the House Commit
tee on Armed Services. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to echo what the gentleman from 
Mississippi said. Without their help 
and without their devotion, we would 
have been in very deep trouble in get
ting this bill handled as expeditiously 
as possible. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 

include extraneous material, on the 
bill, H.R. 4428. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Mr. Hallen, one of its clerks, an
nounced that the Senate had passed a 
bill and concurrent resolution of the 
following titles, in which the concur
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 2000. An act to clarify the exemptive 
authority of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission; and 

S. Con. Res. 161. Concurrent resolution di
recting the Clerk of the House of Repre
sentatives to make technical correction in 
the enrollment of H.R. 4329. 

PROVIDING CONDITIONS FOR 
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 5395, 
PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT INCREASE 
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that at any time 
after the House receives from the 
Senate H.R. 5395 with any Senate 
amendment thereto; First, it shall be 
in order to consider a motion in the 
House, without intervening motion, if 
offered by the majority leader or his 
designee to take said bill from the 
Speaker's table, with the Senate 
amendment or amendments thereto, 
and to disagree to said amendment or 
amendments, with debate on said 
motion to continue not to exceed 1 
hour, and with the previous question 
considered ordered thereon without 
intervening motion; and second, and 
upon the adoption of said motion, it 
shall be in order to consider in the 
House a bill containing the text and 
title of H.R. 5395 if offered by the ma
jority leader or his designee with 
debate on said bill to continue not to 
exceed 1 hour, and with the previous 
question considered ordered thereon 
to final passage without intervening 
motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, and I shall not 
object, because this has been agreed 
upon by the two sides, but it might de
serving of clarification to the Members 
to give you a little bit of an insight as 
to what we may or may not expect 
from the other body. 

It is my understanding in consulta
tion with the majority leader that 
they are still involved in debating the 
South African sanction measure. 
There were at the time the majority 
leader and I discussed this three or 
four, at least, amendments that still 
had to be offered to that proposition. 
It will only be when that was com-
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pletely disposed of could they bring up 
the debt ceiling extension. 

0 1640 
Of course, we passed that, the tem

porary extension for 30 days, and it 
was anticipated that on Gramm
Rudman-Hollings they would want to 
offer their motion to that debt-limit 
extension and obviously have an ex
tensive debate on that issue. 

We are trying to cover ourselves 
with both possibilities here, so that if 
per chance it is added to the debt ceil
ing and returned here to this body, we 
would then have the mechanism to 
cope with that by simply having as
sured our Members an hour's debate 
on that proposition and an up-or-down 
vote. 

It is assumed that there would be a 
significant number of Members on our 
side who would be in sympathy with 
what the other body would like to do. 
It is also assumed that there may very 
well be a majority of this House who 
would disagree, and it would then be 
returned to the other body, and then 
hopefully that would give those in 
charge of running the other body a 
better opportunity to do what they 
have to do to finally get us out of here 
at some hour. 

We have no assurance of what the 
time frame mJght be here. I think the 
majority leader had suggested that we 
would probably go on with the surface 
transportation bill as a filler for the 
time being. The fact that we have had 
this dialog will give the message to 
those in the other body that we are 
prepared to meet this situation either 
way. 

I would certainly like to inlplore 
those Members in the other body, 
with as strong feelings as they have 
and, yes, some even on our side, that 
we would like to dispose of this issue 
tonight. Undoubtedly it will surface 
again in 30 days, in spades. But there 
are Members here in the House who 
have made their plans to take what va
cation period there is. And I call it a 
"vacation period," not a "district work 
period." 

Members of the Congress are enti
tled to a vacation like anybody else, 
particularly those with families. I do 
not have any qualms with the media 
talking about some flim-flam work 
period or whatever. It is a vacation for 
us, and deservedly so, when there are 
Members of Congress with growing 
children. I am over the hump, and our 
children are all grown. But I remem
ber those days when I was a junior 
Member around here, and we had that 
agonizing kind of situation when grow
ing children were only out of school 
during the month of August, and that 
is why we have prescribed the month 
of August usually as a vacation period 
for Members of Congress. 

I think what I am trying to lay the 
groundwork for here is for some ami-

cable agreement as we move along to 
finalize the debate. We have had a 
very acrimonious one for the past 
week. I would hope that the forthcom
ing surface transportation measure 
will not be quite that acrimonious, al
though there will probably be some 
spirited debate. But we could leave 
here at least in a good frame of mind 
and in good spirits, knowing that 
whatever vacation we do get will be 
enjoyed hopefully by all. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my 
reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
FOLEY). Is there objection to the unan
imous-consent request offered by the 
majority leader? 

The Chair hears none. 
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the distin
guished minority leader might be priv
ileged to revise and extend his re
marks on the subject of vacation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, so ordered. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, obvious
ly the majority leader must have 
heard something that I was not alto
gether conscious of saying. I may very 
well let the record stand as it is. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I would 
just like for him to extend. It is such 
music to our ears. We enjoy it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the unanimous con
sent request of the majority leader? 

The Chair hears none, and without 
objection, the request is agreed to. 

There was no objection. 

AN EXPRESSION OF SURPRISE 
RELATIVE TO THE VOTE ON 
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION 
<Mr. CONYERS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to give a little friendly 
advice to the 145 Republicans who as
tounded me by voting zero bucks for 
the national defense for 1987. 

I do not know how you are going to 
explain this to your constituents, I say 
to the Members, but as one who has 
been down this road before, if I might, 
I would just tell you that the first 
time it is very traumatic. If you keep 
doing it on a more regular basis, you 
will finally get used to it and you will 
get selective. If you can get away with 
it the first time, it may work again. 
Otherwise, I do not know what is 
going to happen here: 

Mr. Speaker, I voted with the 23 Re
publicans who supported the armed 
services bill as it was reported out. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 5203, LEGISLATIVE 
BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 
1987 
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent to take from the Speak
er's table the bill <H.R. 5203) making 
appropriations for the legislative 
branch for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1987, and for other pur
poses, with Senate amendments there
to, disagree to the Senate amend
ments, and agree to the conference 
asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. <Mr. 
FOLEY). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Calif or
nia? The Chair hears none, and, with
out objection, appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. FAZIO, OBEY, ALEx
ANDER, MURTHA, and TRAXLER, Mrs. 
BOGGS, and Messrs. WHITTEN, LEw1s of 
California, CONTE, MYERS of Indiana, 
and PORTER. 

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFER
ENCE REPORT ON H.R. 5203, 
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1987 
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that the managers may 
have until midnight tonight to file a 
conference report on the bill <H.R. 
5203), making appropriations for the 
legislative branch for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1987, and for 
other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
CONFERENCE REPORT (REPT. No. 99-805) 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 
5203) making appropriations for the legisla
tive branch for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1987, and for other purposes, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend
ments numbered 3, 12, 14, 18, 22, and 25. 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 15, 19, 20, 21, and 
23, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 6: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 6, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Restore the matter stricken by said 
amendment amended as follows: 

In lieu of the sum named insert: 
$91,423,000; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 9: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 9, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum named in said amend
ment insert: $150,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 16: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
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bered 16, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert: $137,039,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 17: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 17, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert: $4,516,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference report in 
disagreement amendments numbered 1, 2, 
13, and 24. 

VIC FAZIO, 
DAVID R. OBEY, 
BILL Al.ExANDER, 
JOHN P. MURTHA, 
LINDY BOGGS, 
JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
JERRY LEwlS, 
SILVIO 0. CONTE, 
JOHN T. MYERS, 
JOHN EDWARD PORTER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
ALFONSE M. D' AMATO, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
TED STEVENS, 
DALE BUMPERS, 
ToMHARKIN, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 
The managers on the part of the House 

and the Senate at the conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill CH.R. 
5203) making appropriations for the Legisla
tive Branch for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1987, and for other purposes, 
submit the following joint statement to the 
House and Senate in explanation of the 
effect of the action agreed upon by the 
managers and recommended in the accom
panying conference report. 

TITLE I-CONGRESSIONAL 
OPERATIONS 

SENATE 
Amendment No. 1: Reported in technical 

disagreement. This amendment relates 
solely to the Senate and in accord with an 
agreement reached with the managers on 
the part of the Senate, the managers on the 
part of the House will offer a motion to 
recede and concur in the Senate amendment 
with an amendment as follows: 

"Delete the paragraph headed 'Official 
Mail Costs' " 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of 
the House to the amendment of the Senate. 

Official mail costs are funded under 
"Joint Items" in Title I of the bill as pro
posed by the House. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
PAYMENTS TO WIDOWS AND HEIRS OF DECEASED 

MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 
Amendment No. 2: Reported in technical 

disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will move to recede and concur in 
the Senate amendment which appropriates 
$75,100. 

OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS 
Amendment No. 3: Deletes the appropria

tion of $47,409,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The House bill and the conference 
agreement include funds for this purpose in 
the "Joint Items" part of the bill. 

JOINT ITEMS 
OFFICE OF THE ATTENDING PHYSICIAN 

Amendment No. 4: Provides $869,500 for 
reimbursement to the Department of the 
Navy as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$768, 700 as proposed by the House. The ad
ditional funds are necessary due to a senior 
medical officer being assigned. 

Amendment No. 5: Appropriates 
$1,298,000 for medical supplies, equipment, 
and contingent expenses of the emergency 
rooms, and for the Attending Physician and 
his assistants as proposed by the Senate in
stead of $1,098,000 as proposed by the 
House. The additional funds are provided 
for needed medical equipment and for reim
bursement for a senior medical officer. 

OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS 
Amendment No. 6: Appropriates 

$91,423,000 for official mail costs instead of 
$94,818,000 as proposed by the House. 

STATEMENTS OF APPROPRIATIONS 
Amendment No. 7: Appropriates $20,000 

for statements of appropriations as pro
posed by the Senate instead of $13,000 as 
proposed by the House. 

OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 8: Provides that funds 
shall be available for and reimbursement 
can be accepted by the Office of Technology 
Assessment in connection with the assess
ment required by section lOHb> of Public 
Law 99-190, as proposed by the Senate. 

BIOMEDICAL ETHICS BOARD 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
Amendment No. 9: Appropriates $150,000 

for the Biomedical Ethics Board instead of 
$2,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
Conferees note that the advisory council 
has not been appointed. A lower amount has 
been provided to enable the advisory council 
and staff, when they have been appointed, 
to develop and submit a budget program for 
consideration by the Committees on Appro
priations on the first appropriate vehicle. 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET 0FFIC:t: 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

The Conferees agree that the Congres
sional Budget Office should have discretion 
in assigning the two new positions within 
the Budget Analysis Division provided for 
the technical data support required by the 
Appropriations Committees as a result of 
Public Law 99-177. The CBO should advise 
the Committees regarding plans to assign 
these duties and the new positions. 

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 
CONTINGENT EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 10: Appropriates $50,000 
for contingent expenses, Architect of the 
Capitol, as proposed by the Senate instead 
of $100,000 as proposed by the House. 

CAPITOL BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS 
CAPITOL BUILDINGS 

Amendment No. 11: Appropriates 
$12,068,000 for Capitol buildings as pro
posed by the Senate instead of $11,959,000 
as proposed by the House. 

CAPITOL GROUNDS 
Amendment No. 12: Appropriates 

$3,182,000 for Capitol grounds as proposed 
by the House instead of $3,249,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. Repairs to the Taft 
Memorial should be made out of available 
funds. 

SENATE OFFICE BUILDINGS 
Amendment No. 13: Reported in technical 

disagreement. Inasmuch as this amendment 
relates solely to the Senate and in accord 
with long practice under which each body 
determines its own housekeeping require
ments and the other concurs without inter
vention, the managers on the part of the 
House will move to recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
CONGRESSIONAL PRINTING AND BINDING 

Amendment No. 14: Appropriates 
$62,000,000 for Congressional printing and 
binding as proposed by the House instead of 
$64,200,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
Conferees are in agreement that the perma
nent edition of the 1986 Congressional 
Record should be produced. Funds have not 
been provided, however, since the GPO has 
not yet completed the permanent edition of 
the 1981 Congressional Record. The defer
ral of these funds, therefore, should not 
affect the overall program. The GPO is di
rected to begin work on the 1986 and 1987 
editions, when necessary, using available 
funds. 

Amendment No. 15: Provides that this ap
propriation is not available for copies of the 
permanent edition of the Congressional 
Record for Members of the House, as pro
posed by the Senate, instead of providing 
that this appropriation shall not be avail
able for printing and binding the permanent 
edition of the Congressional Record, as pro
posed by the House. 

TITLE II-OTHER AGENCIES 
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
Amendment No. 16: Provides $137,039,000 

for salaries and expenses, Library of Con
gress, instead of $136,339,000 as proposed by 
the House and $137,939,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The increase of $700,000 over 
the House bill consists of $250,000 for acqui
sitions and $450,000 for cataloging. The Li
brary i~ urged to further explore the use of 
computers in making the cataloging oper
ation more efficient and cost effective. As 
directed in the House report, the Library 
should use available funds to maintain a 
suitable schedule of operating hours in the 
reading rooms. 

Amendment No. 17: Provides that 
$4,516,000 is to remain available until ex
pended for the acquisition of books and 
other materials instead of $4,266,000 as pro
posed by the House and $4,766,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
PRINTING AND BINDING 

Amendment No. 18: Appropriates 
$10,700,000 as proposed by the House in
stead of $12,800,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. As outlined in the joint statement 
of the managers under "Congressional 
Printing and Binding", the GPO is directed 
to begin work on the 1986 and 1987 editions 
of the permanent Congressional Record, 
when necessary, using available funds. 

Amendment No. 19: Deletes House lan
guage, as proposed by the Senate, which 
provided that funds were not available for 
printing and binding the permanent edition 
of the Congressional Record. 

OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

<INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
Amendment No. 20: Appropriates 

$23,634,000 as proposed by the Senate in-
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stead of $24,359,000 as proposed by the 
House for salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Superintendent of Documents. 

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE REVOLVING 
FuNn 

Amendment No. 21: Deletes House lan
guage, as proposed by the Senate, which 
provided that expenses not to exceed 
$25,000 shall be available from the revolving 
fund to host a world-wide Public Printers' 
Conference. 

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 22: Appropriates 
$304,910,000 as proposed by the House in
stead of $306,910,000 as proposed by the 
Senate for salaries and expenses, General 
Accounting Office. The Conferees wish to 
point out the outstanding job done by the 
GAO in supporting Congressional oversight. 
The agency has stretched resources to the 
limit in meeting its requirements to assist 
the Congress. 

TITLE III-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Amendment No. 23: Deletes House lan

guage, as proposed by the Senate, which de
fined the term " program, project, and activ
ity" for purposes of P.L. 99-177. 

Amendment No. 24: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will move to recede and concur in 
the Senate amendment which defines the 
term "program, project, and activity" for 
purposes of Public Law 99-177. 

Amendment No. 25: Deletes language pro
posed by the Senate which amends Section 
3216 of Title 39, United States Code. 

CONFERENCE TOTAL-WITH COMPARISONS 
The total new budget <obligational) au

thority for the fiscal year 1987 recommend
ed by the Committee of Conference, with 
comparisons to the fiscal year 1986 amount, 
the 1987 budget estimates, and the House 
and Senate bills for 1987 follow: 
New budget <obligational) 

authority, fiscal year 
1986 .................................... . 

Budget estimates of new 
<obligational) authority, 
fiscal year 1987 ................ . 

House bill, fiscal year 1987 
Senate bill, fiscal year 

1987 .................................... . 
Conference agreement, 

fiscal year 1987 ................ . 
Conference agreement 

compared with: new 
budget <obligational) au
thority, fiscal year 1986 .. 

Budget estimates of new 
<obligational) authority, 

I $1,556, 318,800 

1,822,215,800 
1,305,264,100 

1,648,202,214 

1,635,190,214 

+78,871,414 

TED STEVENS, 
DALE BUMPERS, 
TOM HARKIN, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, and I shall not 
object do I understand that while the 
noise was going on here, we have ap
pointed conferees for the legislative 
appropriation bill, and the gentleman 
intends to file the conference report 
by midnight tonight? 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield, we have no idea 
whether we will be able to do that, but 
we are seeking permission to do it. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, and I will 
not object, I failed in my exchange 
with the majority leader to make an 
inquiry. I think I know the answer to 
this, but I would like to have it stated 
for the edification of our Members. 

Is it not the intention of the Chair 
to also appoint conferees this evening 
on the military construction bill? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman is correct. 

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the Chair, 
and I withdraw my reservation of ob
jection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE 
JOINT RESOLUTION 602 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the name of 
the gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] be removed as a cosponsor 
of House Joint Resolution 602, "Na
tional Diabetes Month." 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

fiscal year 1987 ................ . 
House bill, fiscal year 

1987 ................................ . 
-

187
•
025

•
586 DIRECTING THE CLERK TO 

+329,926,114 MAKE A CORRECTION IN EN-
Senate bill, fiscal year ROLLMENT OF H.R. 4329, 

1987 ................................ . -13,012,000 ANGLO-IRISH ASSISTANCE 
• Reflects the March 1, 1986, sequester of funds 

pursuant to Public Law 99-177, subsequently rati
fied by Public Law 99-366. 

VIC FAZIO, 
DAVID R. OBEY, 
BILL ALEXANDER, 
JOHN P. MURTHA, 
LINDY BOGGS, 
JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
JER.RY LEWIS, 
SILVIO 0. CONTE, 
JOHN T. MYERS, 
JOHN EDWARD PORTER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
ALFONSE M. D'AMATO, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate concurrent 
resolution <S. Con. Res. 161) directing 
the Clerk of the House of Representa
tives to make a technical correction in 
the enrollment of H.R. 4329, and ask 
for its immediate consideration in the 
House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the text of the 
Senate concurrent resolution. 

The Clerk read the Senate concur
rent resolution, as follows: 

S. CON. RES. 161 
Resolved by the Senate rthe House of Rep

resentatives concurring), That in the enroll
ment of the bill <H.R. 4329) to authorize 
United States contributions to the Interna
tional Fund established pursuant to the No
vember 15, 1985, agreement between the 
United Kingdom and Ireland, as well as 
other assistance, the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives shall insert the following at 
the end of subsection <a> of section 3: 
"Pending the formal establishment of the 
International Fund and submission of the 
certification required by section 5(c) of this 
Act, these funds may, pursuant to an agree
ment with the Government of the United 
Kingdom and the Government of Ireland, 
be disbursed into and maintained in a sepa
rate account.". 

Mr. FASCELL <during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate concurrent resolution 
be considered as read and printed in 
the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 

there objection to consideration of the 
Senate concurrent resolution? 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, I take 
this time to afford the chairman of 
the committee an opportunity to ex
plain this technical correction. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, Senate Concur
rent Resolution 161 authorizes the 
Clerk to make an enrollment correc
tion to the text of H.R. 4329, the 
Anglo-Irish assistance bill, which the 
House passed previously. 

All the resolution does is add -a sen
tence to H.R. 4329, providing that 
funds appropriated for 1986 will be 
maintained in a separate account 
pending the formal establishment of 
the international fund provided for in 
the basic legislation. The language was 
included at the suggestion of the exec
utive branch and agreed to in the ne
gotiations between the House and 
Senate, but inadvertently omitted by 
the other body when it passed the bill 
on Wednesday, so they sent this cor
rective Senate concurrent resolution 
over to us. 

0 1650 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 

withdraw my reservation of objection 
and support the recommendation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
FOLEY). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. FASCELL]? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the Senate concurrent 
resolution. 

The Senate concurrent resolution 
was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES 

ON H.R. 5052, MILITARY CON
STRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 
1987 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill <H.R. 5052) 
making appropriations for military 
construction for the Department of 
Defense for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1987, and for other pur
poses, with Senate amendments there
to, disagree to the Senate amend
ments, and agree to the conference 
asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Re
serving the right to object, Mr. Speak
er, I will not object, but I reserve the 
right to object only to inform my col
leagues that title II of the Milcon bill 
which deals with aid to the Contras in 
Nicaragua and the similar provision in 
the Senate are identical and therefore 
this will not be a conference item. 
There is no dispute between the 
Houses over that provision. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? The 
Chair hears none and without objec
tion, appoints the following conferees: 
Messrs. HEFNER, .ALEXANDER, COLEMAN 
of Texas, BEVILL, EARLY, DICKS, FAZIO, 
WHITTEN, EDWARDS of Oklahoma, 
LoEFFLER, RUDD, LoWERY of California, 
and CONTE. 

There was no objection. 

CLARIFYING DEFINITION OF 
LOCAL SERVICE AREA OF A 
PRIMARY TRANSMITTER FOR 
LOW POWER TELEVISION STA
TIONS 
Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's desk the bill <H.R. 3108) 
to amend title 17, United States Code, 
to clarify the definition of the local 
service area of a primary transmitter 
in the case of a low power television 
station, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Page 2, after line 5, insert: 
SEC. 2. <a> Section lll<d> of title 17, 

United States Code, is amended-
< 1> in paragraph <3> by striking out 

"clause <2>'' and inserting in lieu thereof 
"paragraph < 1 )" ; 

(2) in paragraph <2> by striking out 
"clause <5>" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"paragraph (4)"; 

<3> in paragraph <2><B> by striking out 
"clause <5>" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"paragraph <4>"; 

<4> by striking out paragraph <1>; and 

(5) by redesignating paragraphs <2>, (3), 
<4>. and <5> as paragraphs <I>. <2>. <3>, and 
<4>. respectively. 

Cb> Section lll<f> of title 17, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out "subsec
tion Cd)(2)" in the third undesignated para
graph defining a cable system and inserting 
in lieu thereof "subsection <d><I>". 

<c> Section 80Hb><2> of title 17, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out 
" lll<d><2><B>" each place it appears and in
serting in lieu thereof " lll<d><I><B>". 

Cd> Section 80Hd><2><D> of title 17, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out 
" lll(d)(2) <C> and <D>" and inserting in lieu 
thereof " lll<d><I> <C> and CD))". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin? 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin to ex
plain the Senate amendment. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would be glad to explain the Senate 
amendment. Before doing so, I should 
note for the House membership that 
H.R. 3108, the low-power television
copyright improvements bill, as ap
proved by the House on July 28, 1986, 
has been sent back to the House in 
precisely the form we passed it. 

The Senate amendment to H.R. 3108 
modifies the cable compulsory license 
section of the Copyright Act 0 7 
U.S.C. 111> in order to eliminate the 
notice of identity and notice of change 
requirements for cable television sys
tems. Technical in nature, the Senate 
amendment is noncontroversial. It 
does not affect the cable compulsory 
license. The current notice of identity 
and signal requirements have not been 
utilized by copyright owners or the 
public and have resulted in unneces
sary paperwork. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Further reserving 
the right to object, would the Senate 
amendment cost the taxpayers any 
money? 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. No; as a 
matter of fact, according to the Licens
ing Division of the Copyright Office, 
the elimination of these unnecessary 
filing requirements will save the office 
approximately $55,000 annually. Cable 
television operators also will benefit 
from a paperwork reduction. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Reserving again 
the right to object, since the House 
has not held hearings on the Senate 
amendment, can the gentleman from 
Wisconsin give an assessment of who 
supports the amendment? 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Yes, the 
amendment was initially requested by 
the Copyright Office. We are been 
provided with a letter from the Regis
ter of Copyrights, Ralph Oman, in 
this regard: 

AUGUST 12, 1986. 
Hon. ROBERT w. KASTENMEIER, 
Chainnan, Subcommittee on Courts, Civil 

Liberties and the Administration of Jus
tice, U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In connection with 
House consideration of H.R. 3108, the "Low 
Power Television" bill, I would like to bring 
to your attention certain technical amend
ments to 17 U.S.C. § 111, the cable compul
sory license, which would significantly 
reduce the paperwork burden on the Copy
right Office and the cable systems. The 
Senate has already attached the proposed 
amendments to H.R. 3108. 

As you know, the Copyright Office strong
ly supports enactment of H.R. 3108. This 
bill clarifies an ambiguity in the concept of 
" local signals" under the cable compulsory 
license of the Copyright Act. While carriage 
of either local or distant signals by a cable 
system gives rise to copyright liability 
unless the requirements of the compulsory 
license are satisfied, the Copyright Act 
makes an important distinction between 
local and distant signals in the computation 
of copyright royalties paid by large cable 
systems whose semiannual gross receipts 
total $292,000 or more. H.R. 3108 makes 
clear that signals of low power television 
stations, which usually have a transmitting 
range of 20 miles or less, are "local" for pur
poses of computing cable copyright royalties 
under the Copyright Act. 

I hope that it will also be possible to make 
another noncontroversial, technical change 
in 17 U.S.C. § 111. 

I propose the elimination of the unneces
sary reporting and filing requirements in 17 
U.S.C. § lllCd><I>. Presently, cable systems 
must file with the Copyright Office, prior to 
becoming operational, an Initial Notice of 
Identity and Signal Carriage Complement," 
and within 30 days after each occasion on 
which the ownership or control or signal 
carriage complement changes, the cable 
system must file a "Notice of Change of 
Identity or Signal Carriage Complement" or 
a "Notice of Change." These reporting re
quirements are in addition to the semiannu
al filing of Statements of Account, which 
contain the same information. 

In the belief that the notices of identity 
and signal carriage have not been utilized by 
copyright owners or the public, the Copy
right Office consulted associations repre
senting the groups primarily affected by the 
operation of the cable compulsory license: 
the National Cable Television Association, 
the Motion Picture Association of America, 
the National Association of Broadcasters, 
sports claimant representatives, and the 
performing rights societies. These associa
tions have telephoned or filed letters with 
the Copyright Office and with your Sub
committee confirming their support for the 
elimination of notices of identity and signal 
carriage filing requirements. Copies of letter 
responses are attached. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the Licensing Divi
sion of the Copyright Office estimates that 
elimination of these unnecessary filing re
quirements would save the Copyright Office 
$55,390 annually in salaries. Cable system 
operators would also benefit from reduced 
paperwork costs. 

The amendments I propose are noncontro
versial and would benefit the Copyright 
Office and cable system operators without 
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any harm to owners of copyright. A draft of 
the proposed amendments is attached. 

Sincerely, 
RALPH OMAN, 

Register of Copyrights. 

The change also is supported by the 
Motion Picture Association of Amer
ica, the National Cable Television As
sociation, the National Association of 
Broadcasters, the performing rights 
societies, and sports interests. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. I wish to express 
support for H.R. 3108, as amended by 
the Senate. I further would like to 
commend the gentleman from Wiscon
sin and his counterpart in the Senate, 
Mr. MATHIAS, for their leadership not 
only on this measure but also on other 
proposals to improve this Nation's in
tellectual property laws. I look for
ward to a Presidential signature on 
H.R. 3108, as amended. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. I thank the 
gentleman from California and also 
recognize him for his ongoing efforts 
to improve this country's copyright, 
trademark, and patent laws. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 410, 
CONSERVATION SERVICE RE
FORM ACT OF 1986 
Mr. RALPH M. HALL. Mr. Speaker, 

I call up the conference report on the 
Senate bill <S. 410) to repeal the Com
mercial and Apartment Conservation 
Service, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the conference report 
is considered as having been read. 

<For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
August 12, 1986.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. RALPH M. 
HALL] will be recognized for 30 min
utes and the gentleman from Calif or
nia [Mr. MOORHEAD] will be recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. RALPH M. HALL]. 

Mr. RALPH M. HALL. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of my Sub
committee Chairman En MARKEY, I am 
pleased to bring before the House a 
conference committee report on the 
Conservation Services Reform Act 
<Rept. No. 99-787). This report repre
sents the culmination of a sustained 
effort by the House and Senate that 
began in the 98th Congress to bring 
about needed changes in the Residen-

tial Conservation Program and the 
Commercial and Apartment Conserva
tion Service Program-commonly 
known as the RCS and CACS Pro
grams. 

The House bill, H.R. 969, was intro
duced on February 6 of last year by 
me and my good friend from Califor
nia, CARLOS MOORHEAD. Hearings were 
held in September by the Energy Con
servation and Power Subcommittee 
and the bill was reported from the 
Energy and Commerce Committee in 
December. 

The Conservation Service Reform 
Act continues the RCS Program 
through June 1989 and broadens it to 
include certain types of multifamily 
housing. The bill provides increased 
flexibility to States or utilities to de
velop and implement alternatives to 
the Federal RCS Program. The CACS 
Program is repealed, effective on date 
of enactment. 

In addition to continuing the RCS 
Program, this legislation gives utilities 
the option of developing alternative 
energy conservation programs instead 
of being limited by the current re
quirements of Federal law under the 
RCS Program. While the current RCS 
Program specifies home energy audits 
to be the only method for achieving 
residential energy conservation, the 
act requires that for an alternative 
utility program to be approved, it 
must be designed to save more energy 
than is being saved under the current 
RCS Program. Utilities are free to 
choose any method or combination of 
methods that will save more energy 
than the RCS Program. 

Under the alternative State pro
gram, the appropriate State officials 
under State law may develop and im
plement a State plan in lieu of RCS. 
The alternative State program in 
many ways is similar to the alternative 
utility program. However, the State 
program must be designed to achieve 
an energy savings of at least 2 percent. 
It gives the States an opportunity to 
achieve greater savings than under the 
RCS Program. Utilities are required to 
participate in the alternative State 
plan. 

The act extends the last date for 
which utilities are required to issue 
announcements to all eligible custom
ers on the availability of the RCS Pro
gram from January 1, 1985 to June 30, 
1989. However, no utility will be re
quired to issue more than one more 
program announcement. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the bill deals 
with a concern raised by a number of 
small contractors in the business of in
stalling, servicing, and maintaining 
energy conservation equipment with 
respect to alleged anticompetitive ac
tivities by the utilities in connection 
with their audit activities. In order to 
provide a forum and a remedy for res
olution of these complaints, the act 
provides that anticompetitive com-

plaints be filed with the appropriate 
State official or agency. In most cases 
this is the State public utility commis
sion. It is our intention that these 
complaints be resolved at the State 
level, under State law and procedure. 

However, if the State fails to begin a 
proceeding within 6 months, or finds 
that it does not have authority to act 
under State law, then a request for 
review may be filed with the Federal 
Trade Commission. Thus, the small 
contractors are assured of a forum for 
the resolution of their complaint. I be
lieve that these provisions provide a 
fair and equitable solution to the prob
lems that have been raised by the 
small business community and have 
been pleased to work with them on 
this issue. 

In closing, I want to take this oppor
tunity to thank Chairman DINGELL 
and Mr. MARKEY for their hard work 
in moving this legislation-Mr. LUKEN 
for his cooperation in working with us 
on the small contractor provisions
and of course my original cosponsor, 
Mr. Moo RHEAD, for his steadfast sup
port from day 1 on this bill. This has 
been a bipartisan effort all the way 
along that has involved Mr. MARKEY, 
Mr. DINGELL and their staffs as well as 
Mr. MOORHEAD and the minority staff. 
My special thanks to the staffs for the 
time and extraordinary effort they 
have given to produce this legislation. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, as a cosponsor of H.R. 
969, the conservation service reform 
bill adopted by the House, I supported 
the repeal of both the Residential 
Conservation Service Program and the 
Commercial and Apartment Conserva
tion Service Program. The RCS and 
CACS Programs have been ineffective 
and burdensome to consumers. 

While I supported the immediate 
repeal of both programs, I believe that 
the compromise bill agreed to by the 
House and Senate conferees achieves, 
in a reasonable fashion, the goal of 
terminating these programs. Under 
this bill, the CACS Program will ter
minate immediately and the RCS Pro
gram will terminate on June 30, 1989. 

Moreover, the bill provides for an al
ternative conservation program that 
permits the States and utilities to 
have greater flexibility in achieving 
residential energy conservation sav
ings. An alternative program can be 
tailored to fit existing conditions, such 
as climate, population density, custom
er income level, and degree of market 
saturation, in ways in which an RCS 
Program implemented under uniform 
Federal standards cannot. While com
ponents of an alternative program 
would vary, such components could in
clude programs providing low income 
and elderly customers with direct fi
nancial assistance for installation of 
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energy conservation measures or di
recting such customers to agencies 
through which assistance is available. 
Financial and other incentives to en
courage customers to replace older in
efficient applicances with more ef fi
cient modern models could also be 
used, as could educational programs 
recommending simple but effective 
means of reducing consumption. Con
servation recommendations that are 
more customer-specific could be pro
vided to customers in a cost effective 
manner though a do-it-yourself vari
ant on the traditional RCS audit. The 
options are numerous and are limited 
only by the bounds of the creativity of 
the State or utility designing the pro
gram. 

The compromise bill will help States 
like my own State of California which 
has been in the forefront on energy 
conservation. California not only has a 
Residential Conservation Program but 
California and various California utili
ties have instituted numerous alterna
tive programs including zero interest 
loans, rebates for installation of cer
tain energy conservation measures, 
and weatherization of low-income 
homes. One of our utilities in 1985 
alone spent over $90 million on low-in
terest loans and rebates for installa
tion of energy conservation measures. 
Under this legislation, similarly inno
vative and farsighted conservation 
programs may be undertaken by 
States and utilities. 

The bill also fills a statutory gap left 
by the 1978 act establishing the Resi
dential Conservation Program. While 
the 1978 act prohibited anticompeti
tive acts or practices by utilities 
against small businesses supplying 
energy conservation measures, it did 
not provide a forum in which small 
businesses could enforce this prohibi
tion. This bill provides that forum. A 
small business can request review of 
alleged anticompetitive practices aris
ing out of the RCS Program from 
either the State regulatory authority 
or the Federal Trade Commission. 

In conclusion, it has taken a long 
time to reach agreement on this bill. I 
want to commend the efforts of my 
colleagues, in particular Mr. HALL, in 
bringing about this legislation. I urge 
my colleagues to vote for S. 410, as 
agreed to by the House and Senate 
conferees. 

Mr. RALPH M. HALL. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield such time as he may use to the 
chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MARKEY]. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman very much. 

I intend to speak briefly and only for 
the purpose of complimenting the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. RALPH M. 
HALL] the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
LUKEN], and the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. MOORHEAD] for their work 
in crafting what I believe is a compro-

mise which reflects both a common
sense analysis of the effectiveness of 
one program and on the other hand a 
reinforcement of a commitment to yet 
another program which is working and 
for crafting a compromise which I 
think works for America and works for 
the conservation which I think we are 
trying to continue to establish in this 
country. 

I might add parenthetically that out 
of our committee we hope in the next 
3 weeks or so to also produce an appli
ance standards bill which I think has 
the potential for being one of the 
major energy conservation bills of the 
decade and will follow on the heels of 
this bill, which I think once again re
flects a common sense and wise com
promise that was drafted by all mem
bers of the committee. 

I thank the gentleman once again 
and want to compliment the primary 
author and proponent of this piece of 
legislation, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. RALPH M. HALL]. 

Mr. RALPH M. HALL. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield as much time as he may require 
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
LUKEN]. 

Mr. LUKEN. Mr. Speaker, I join in 
the gratification that has been ex
pressed for the persistence of the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. RALPH M. 
HALL] and the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. MARKEY] in pursuing 
this not very glamorous, but very es
sential and necessary piece of legisla
tion. 

0 1705 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to engage 

in a colloquy with the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. RALPH M. HALL]. 

Mr. Speaker, section 106 of the bill 
provides a mechanism for reviewing 
potentially anticompetitive activities 
of utilities under the RCS Program. 
The House bill ref erred to several anti
competitive activities to be reviewed, 
including unauthorized cross-subsidies, 
charging unfair or unreasonable prices 
or rates of interest, and engaging in 
unfair methods of competition or 
unf are or deceptive practices. It was 
my intention as the author of the 
amendment which added this lan
guage to the bill to make certain that 
utilities under the RCS Program could 
not use their regulated businesses to 
subsidize enterprises that were com
peting with unregulated businesses. Is 
it the gentleman's view that such 
cross-subsidies would still be prohibit
ed under the agreement of the confer
e es? 

Mr. RALPH M. HALL. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LUKEN. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. RALPH M. HALL. Mr. Speaker, 
the conferees believe that the kind of 
praetices that the gentleman wishes to 
forbid by prohibiting unauthorized 
cross-subsidies would be covered under 

the legislation under unfair methods 
of competition and complaints filed al
leging cross subsidization would be re
viewable under the provisions of this 
act. 

Indeed, as the statement of manag
ers in the conference report reflects, 
we believe that a prohibition on unau
thorized cross subsidization is encom
passed by the prohibition on unfair, 
deceptive, or anticompetitive acts. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
LENT], the ranking Republican on the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support the Conservation Service 
Reform Act of 1986 with the changes 
recommended by the House and 
Senate conferees. This act repeals two 
programs-one, the Residential Con
servation Service Program on June 30, 
1989, the other, the Commercial and 
Apartment Conservation Service Pro
gram immediately. Both were found 
by Vice President BusH's regulatory 
reform task force to be among the 
most burdensome and least effective 
of the Federal programs it reviewed. 

Residential conservation service par
ticipants save only 2.8 percent more 
energy than nonparticipants, for an 
annual savings of about $35. Moreover, 
less than 3 percent of utility ratepay
ers participate in the RCS Program 
and they generally have household in
comes in excess of $30,000. As all utili
ty ratepayers pay for the RCS Pro
gram, if they do not participate. This 
means that the RCS Program subsi
dizes the affluent at the expense of 
the poor. Finally, the Commercial and 
Apartment Conservation Service Pro
gram is expected to be even less eff ec
tive than the Residential Conservation 
Service Program as landlords will al
ready have installed cost-effective 
energy conservation measures in order 
to enhance the value of their proper
ties. In all likelihood, a commercial 
and apartment audit program will not 
result in any. additional energy sav
ings. 

In other words, the original RCS 
and CACS Programs are classic exam
ples of Washington dealing with a 
problem in an ineffective way. In this 
regard, it is important to note that 
this compromise bill provides for alter
native State and utility conservation 
plans which will permit those entities 
to have greater flexibility in achieving 
meaningful residential energy conser
vation savings. 

Finally, the bill before us today rec
tifies some of the problems of small 
businesses that were not addressed in 
the act establishing the Presidential 
Conservation Service Program. While 
the original act prohibited anticom
petitive acts by utilities engaged in the 
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provision of energy conservation meas
ures, it did not provide small business
es with a forum where they could 
challenge anticompetitive utility acts. 
This bill provides two forums for such 
challenges, either the State regulatory 
authority or the Federal Trade Com
mission, at the option of the small 
business. 

With regard to the FTC procedure 
applicable to a small business request 
for review of an alleged anticompeti
tive act, the bill eliminates the public 
interest finding ordinarily made by 
the FTC. This finding permits the 
FTC to wait until it has received sever
al similar complaints before institut
ing an investigation. While eliminating 
the public interest finding for this 
type of request for review, the bill 
strikes a balance by permitting FTC to 
reject frivolous or unsubstantiated re
quests. In this day of budget cuts, the 
FTC's ability to reject such requests 
for review is in the best interest of 
small businesses who have actually 
been affected by anticompetitive utili
ty acts. This flexibility should ensure 
that the FTC focuses its resources on 
substantiated cases, rather than 
stretching its meager resources to 
cover all filed requests. 

In summary, I commend my col
leagues who have worked so long and 
hard to produce this compromise legis
lation and I urge you to support this 
conference report. 

Mr. RALPH M. HALL. Mr. Speaker, 
I have no further requests for time, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, the previous question is 
ordered on the conference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

GRAY of Illinois). The question is on 
the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
AND UNIFORM RELOCATION 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1986 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to House Resolution 513 and rule 
:XXIII, the Chair declares the House 
in the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill, H.R. 
3129. 

0 1710 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill <H.R. 3129) to authorize funds 
for construction of highways, for high-

way safety programs, and for mass 
transportation programs, to expand 
and improve the relocation assistance 
program, and for other purposes, with 
Mr. SCHUMER, Chairman pro tempore, 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. 

When the Committee of the Whole 
rose on Thursday, August 7, 1986, 
titles I, II, III, and IV of the commit
tee amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute recommended by the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transporta
tion, which is considered as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment, 
were open for amendment at any 
point. Pending was the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM]. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STENHOLM 
The text of the amendment offered 

by Mr. STENHOLM on August 7. 1986, is 
as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. STENHOLM: 
Page 163, after line 12, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 163. APPLICATION OF MODIFllm DAVIS-BACON 

AND COPELAND ACT EQUIVALENCY 
REQUIREMENTS TO HIGHWAY CON
STRUCTION CONTRACTS. 

(a) GENERAL RULE. -Section 113 of title 
23, United States Code, is amended by redes
ignating subsections Cb) and (c) <and any 
reference thereto) as subsections (c) and (d), 
respectively, and striking out subsection (a) 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following 
new subsections: 

"( a) APPLICATION OF MODIFIED DAVIS
BACON REQUIREMENTS. -

" (!) GENERAL RULE. -The Secretary shall 
take such action as may be necessary to 
insure that all laborers, mechanics, and 
helpers employed by contractors or subcon
tractors on the construction work per
formed on highway projects on the Federal
aid systems, the primary and secondary, as 
well as their extensions in urban areas, and 
the Interstate System, authorized under the 
highway laws providing for the expenditure 
of Federal funds upon the Federal-aid sys
tems, shall be paid wages at rates not less 
than those prevailing on the same type of 
work on similar construction in the immedi
ate locality as determined in accordance 
with the Act entitled 'An Act relating to the 
rate of wages for laborers and mechanics 
employed on public buildings of the United 
States and the District of Columbia by con
tractors and subcontractors, and for other 
purposes', approved March 3, 1931 <com
monly referred to as the 'Davis-Bacon Act') 
<46 Stat. 1494; 40 U.S.C. 276a-276a-5), with 
the modifications described in paragraph (2) 
of this subsection. 

"(2) MODIFICATIONS.-The modifications 
referred to in paragraph <I) are as follows: 

"<A> This Section shall be applied to con
tracts with advertised specifications in 
excess of $1,000,000 rather than in excess of 
$2,000. 

"CB) The area for which the prevailing 
wage is to be determined shall be the par
ticular urban or rural subdivision <of the 
State) in which the work is to be performed 
rather than the city, town, village, or other 
civil subdivision of the State. 

"CC> Helpers of a class of laborers or me
chanics shall be considered as a separate 
class and prevailing wages for such helpers 

shall be determined on the basis of the cor
responding class of helpers. 

"CD> For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term 'helper' means a semi-skilled worker 
<rather than a skilled journeyman mechan
ic> who-

"(i) works under the director of and assists 
a journeyman; 

"(ii) under the direction and supervision 
of the journeyman, performs a variety of 
duties to assist the journeyman, such as

"<D preparing, carrying, and furnishing 
materials, tools, equipment, and supplies 
and maintaining them in order; 

"<ID cleaning and preparing work areas; 
"(Ill) lifting, positioning, and holding ma

terials or tools; and 
"<IV> other related semi-skilled tasks as 

directed by the journeyman; and 
"(iii) may use tools of the trade which are 

under the direction and supervision of the 
journeyman. 

"CE) In determining the prevailing wage 
for a class of laborers, mechanics, or helpers 
where more than a single wage is being paid 
to the corresponding class of laborers, me
chanics, or helpers, the prevailing wage 
shall be established as-

" (i) the wage paid to 50 percent or more of 
the corresponding class of laborers, mechan
ics, or helpers employed on private industry 
projects of a character similar to the con
tract work in the urban and rural subdivi
sion of the State in which work is to be per
formed, or in the District of Columbia if the 
work is being performed there; or 

"<ii> if the same wage is not paid to 50 per
cent or more of the laborers, mechanics, or 
helpers in the corresponding class, the 
weighted average of the wages paid to the 
corresponding class of laborers, mechanics, 
or helpers employed on private industry 
projects of a character similar to the con
tract work in the urban or rural subdivision 
of the State in which the work is to be per
formed, or in the District of Columbia if the 
work is to be performed there. 

"CF) In determining the basic hourly rate 
of pay, data from Federal or federally assist
ed projects subject to the prevailing wage 
requirements of the Davis-Bacon Act or an
other Act incorporating such Act by refer
ence shall be excluded, unless it is deter
mined that there is insufficient wage data 
to determine the prevailing wages in the ab
sence of data from such Federal or federally 
assisted projects. Data from Federal or fed
erally assisted projects may be used in com
piling wage rate data for heavy and high
way wage determination. 

"(b) PAPERWORK REDUCTION.-Section 2 of 
the Act entitled 'An Act to effectuate the 
purpose of certain statutes concerning rates 
of pay for labor, by making it unlawful to 
prevent anyone from receiving the compen
sation contracted for thereunder, and for 
other purposes', approved June 13, 1934 
<commonly referred to as the 'Copeland 
Act'> <48 Stat, 948; 40 U.S.C. 276c), shall be 
applied to highway projects on the Federal
aid systems, the primary and secondary, as 
well as their extensions in urban areas, and 
the Interstate System, authorized under the 
highway laws providing for the expenditure 
of Federal funds upon the Federal-aid sys
tems, in a manner which requires that a 
statement concerning the weekly wages paid 
each employee, pursuant to a contract en
tered into with respect to such a project, be 
made only at the beginning and at the con
clusion of the period covered by the con
tract rather that on a weekly basis.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by subsection <a> shall apply to con-
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tracts entered into with respect to highway 
projects on the Federal-aid systems, the pri
mary and secondary, as well as their exten
sions is urban areas, and the Interstate 
System, authorized on or after the date of 
the enactment of this Act under the high
way laws <including this Act) providing for 
the expenditure of Federal funds upon the 
Federal-aid systems. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, 
this amendment was also intended to 
move toward the reform of the Davis
Bacon Act. In light of the fact that 
earlier today we had a substantial 
debate on the issue and the House 
spoke quite clearly of their reluctance 
to reform the Davis-Bacon Act at this 
time, I would like at this moment to 
clarify for the record with the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MURPHY], the chairman of the Labor 
Standards Subcommittee of the Com
mittee on Education and Labor, an 
earlier colloquy that he and I engaged 
in. 

I would like to verify that I was cor
rect in hearing, regarding the military 
construction bill, the inference from 
the gentleman and the promise from 
him that there would be hearings next 
month, September 1986, regarding the 
subject of a comprehensive reform of 
Davis-Bacon, and also a promise from 
the gentleman, on behalf of his com
mittee and the Committee on Educa
tion and Labor, that this House will 
have a reform bill, a comprehensive 
reform bill, on the floor for action in 
1987. Is my understanding correct? 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Texas is correct. Our 
committee has been working on the 
Davis-Bacon Act for several months 
now. We held a hearing on the Service 
Contract Act, which is very similar to 
Davis-Bacon. We intend to hold a 
hearing on the Davis-Bacon Act on 
September 10, 1986. The gentleman 
from Texas has been invited to be the 
first witness. We are going to hear 
from witnesses from the labor unions, 
the construction trades, and the con
tractors, and we intend to delve into 
the allegations concerning whether or 
not Davis-Bacon is still working, what 
it is doing, how it is working, and 
whether it is costing the Government 
any money. 

We have accumulated a great many 
statistics, as the gentleman knows 
from our debate earlier today. There 
will be hearings. 

Next year I will have on the floor of 
the House-at least it will come out of 
my subcommittee, and hopefully will 
be reported from the full committee
a modification of Davis-Bacon. I do 
not promise the gentleman what will 
be in there. There may be things that 
he will not like, and there may be 
things in the bill that I will not like 
but it will be on the floor subject to 

our full debate and discussion. I hope 
that we can get that out in the early 
part of next year, because as the gen
tleman well knows, my amendment 
today, which did carry in the defense 
authorization bill, is only for the dura
tion of that particular legislation, 
which would be 1 year. Therefore, we 
hope to have our Davis-Bacon bill 
out-at least the amendment that we 
had today, or more, or less-we will 
have it on the floor for consideration 
next year. 

Mr. STENHOLM. I thank the gen
tleman for that assurance. Certainly I 
did not mean to infer that a bill must 
be reported out that would be in total 
agreement with me or any other 
Member, but I would hope that what I 
heard the gentleman say is that we 
will have a bill out in which the House 
can work its will. Is that correct? 

Mr. MURPHY. Exactly. 
Mr. STENHOLM. With that assur

ance, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw my amendment 
at this time. I do not wish to take any 
more of the House's time at this time. 
It would be nonproductive. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN
HOLM]. 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BLILEY 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BLILEY: Page 

47, line 6 after " title" insert the following 
"Cother than funds transferred by the State 
under section 119(f)(2))". 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, on 
behalf of the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. SrsrsKY] and myself I offer an 
amendment that would clarify a provi
sion in section 116 of the bill. It would 
make it clear that a State may use its 
20 percent of its 4R funds, as author
ized, under section 118 of the bill, on 
projects under section 139(b) of the 
act, and that for purposes of the 
State's application for funds under the 
$200 million 4R discretionary set-aside 

· established in section 116 of this bill, 
any such funds expended on 139<b> 
projects during the fiscal year should 
not be a factor considered by the Sec
retary pursuant to section 
116(c)(3)(D)(D in selecting States to 
receive funds from the set-aside. 

Virginia has two critical interstate 
connector projects designated under 
139(b) that it hopes to finish by 1990 
at the latest. Virginia also wishes to 
make the best possible use of its 4R 
funds to maintain its interstate high
ways to the highest standard possible, 
which incidentally, Virginia is already 
required to do because of State law. 

This amendment will assure each 
State maximum flexibility in the use 
of 4R funds and assure each State 
that it will be given a full and fair op-
portunity to receive 4R funds under 

the newly created discretionary set
aside. 

0 1715 
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLILEY. I am happy to yield to 

the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, we 

have examined this amendment and it 
is important. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLILEY. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, we 
have also examined the amendment. 
We accept the amendment. 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
both gentlemen, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
SCHUMER). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. BLILEYJ. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
MODIFICATIONS OFFERED BY MR. ANDERSON TO 

THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHUSTER AS 
A SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENTS OFFERED 
BYMR. SHAW 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

have a unanimous-consent request for 
modifications to the Shuster amend
ment offered as a substitute for the 
Shaw amendments on highway beauti
fication. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the unanimous-con
sent request. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. ANDERSON asks unanimous consent 

that the following technical corrections be 
made in Mr. SHUSTER's amendment, relating 
to highway beautification, which was adopt
ed as a substitute for Mr. SHAw's amend
ment to H.R. 3129: 

(1) On page 6, line 21, insert "AND" after 
" COMMERCIAL" . 

<2> On page 7, line 8, strike out "the". 
(3) On page 8, line 23, strike out "and" 

and insert in lieu thereof "or". 
< 4) On page 12, line 17, strike out " pro

vides" and insert in lieu thereof " provide" . 
(5) On page 12, line 19, strike out "should" 

and insert in lieu thereof "shall" . 
<6> On page 13, line 5, strike out "system 

and" and insert in lieu thereof "systems 
than", 

<7> On page 14, line 3, before "aside" 
insert "it". 

<8> On page 18, line 9, strike out "and" 
and insert in lieu thereof "or". 

Mr. ANDERSON <during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the request be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, 

these amendments to the Shuster sub
stitute are purely technical. They have 
been reviewed by both sides. They 
have also been reviewed by the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. SHAwJ, the 
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author of the original amendment, 
and he concurs that they are purely 
technical in nature. I understand 
there are no objections to these 
changes, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. 
Without objection, the modifications 
are agreed to. 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: 
On page 55, Line 14, after the word "trail

er" insert a comma and the following: 
"dump trailer". 

On page 55, Line 15, after the word 
"more" substitute a semicolon for the 
comma, insert the word "and", and delete 
the remainder of line 15 and all of lines 16 
and 17. 

Mr. TRAFICANT <during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, in 

section 121 of the bill as reported by 
the committee, we inadvertently ex
cluded dump trailers from the tempo
rary relief given tank trailers and 
ocean transport containers from the 
axle spacing requirements of the 
bridge formula contained in section 
127 of title 23, United States Code. 

Existing law provides that two con
secutive sets of tandem axles may 
carry a gross load of 34,000 pounds 
each, providing the overall distance 
between the first and last axles of 
such consecutive sets of tandem axles 
is 36 feet or more. Since the mid-
1970's, the vehicles covered by section 
121 of the bill have been acquired and 
placed in service which, while comply
ing with overall gross vehicle weights, 
inadvertently would trigger the bridge 
formula provisions when loaded to ca
pacity. 

In the bill as reported, the commit
tee modified the requirement-termi
nating on September 1, 1988-to pro
vide for 30 feet between the axles in 
question for tank trucks and ocean 
transport containers. We modified the 
requirement for dump trucks to 32 
feet. 

The technical amendment would 
place all three classes of vehicles in 
the same category. That is, each of 
these three types of vehicles, having 
30 feet between the axles in question, 
could be operated until September 1, 
1988. Because of the relatively small 
number of such vehicles, the commit
tee believes the modification is alto
gether reasonable. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, we 
have examined this amendment and 
we accept it. ' 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman 
will the gentleman yield? ' 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, we 
also have examined this amendment 
and we accept it. ' 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I thank the gen
tleman very much, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Ohio CMr. 
TRAFICANT]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOODLING 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
off er an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GOODLING: 

Page 31, line 9, insert "<l)" before " Except". 
Page 31, after line 16, insert the following: 
(2) ANNUAL LISTING OF DISADVANTAGED BUSI· 

NESS ENTERPRISES.-Each State shall annual
ly survey and compile a list of the small 
business concerns referred to in pargraph 
< 1 > and where those concerns are located in 
the State. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
checked this amendment with the gen
tleman from Maryland CMr. MITCH
ELL] who has been very active and very 
successful in trying to help disadvan
taged businesses. He has no problems 
with this amendment. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman 
will the gentleman yield? ' 

Mr. GOODLING. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Califor
nia. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, we 
have examined the amendment, and 
we are willing to accept the amend
ment. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, we 
have examined this amendment, and 
we support it. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. GOODLING]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TORRICELLI 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TORRICELLI: 

Page 176, after line 16, add the following: 
(e) DEMONSTRATION OF CERTAIN DRUG AND 

ALCOHOL TESTING TECHNOLOGY.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary is author

ized to test a new drug and alcohol testing 
technology which measures corneal retinal 
potential as exhibited in the brain function 

wave form and to determine the potential 
for applying such technology in preventing 
drug and alcohol related traffic deaths. 

<2> REPORT.-Not later than one year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall report to Congress on the ef
fectiveness and the potential for application 
of the technology described in paragraph 
(1). 

Mr. TORRICELLI <during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, in 

the best traditions of our country, just 
as we have come to recognize the drug 
~pid~~ic in America a new technology 
IS arlSlng to help us to deal with this 
problem, a technology that electroni
cally can help us to measure whether 
people are suffering from drug abuse 
or the abuse of alcohol. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment does 
not impact or address the public policy 
questions of when such technology 
should be used, but may help us to 
avoid the problems and the issues, the 
difficulties of urinalysis. 

My amendment is simple. It asks the 
Secretary to look at this technology, 
to determine and to report to the 
House whether it might be useful in 
addressing the questions of drug 
abuse. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman 
will the gentleman yield? ' 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, we 
have examined this amendment and 
we accept the amendment. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, we 
accept this amendment. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank the gen
tleman and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. TORRICELLI]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CRAIG 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CRAIG: On 

page 88, line 12, strike section 142 entirely 
and renumber the sections accordingly. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, it is my 
intent to withdraw this amendment 
but before asking to do that, there ar~ 
several points that I wanted to make 
and I wanted to also ask the chairm~ 
of the full committee to engage in a 
colloquy. 
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It has been my concern and the con

cern of I think a growing number of 
Members of the House, and certainly 
citizens of the State of Hawaii that a 
30-year-old program that is now before 
the committee and before the Con
gress would appear in section 142 of 
this legislation in which not one word 
was mentioned of the State of Hawaii, 
not one word was mentioned of the 
amount of the cost to the trust fund 
and about the moneys for the State of 
Hawaii. There are some strong envi
ronmental considerations here with 
the waiving of 4(f) but also literally 
the waiving of court actions that have 
taken place on this issue in the State 
of Hawaii over a period of time. 

I have examined this very closely 
along with other Members of this 
House. It appears that it is H-3 or the 
remainder of the interstate highway 
moneys going to Hawaii, and in this 
case the island of Oahu, some $717 
million to build 10.7 miles of highway, 
or $100 million a mile worth of high
way. 

That is a 1983 cost figure, Mr. Chair
man, that has not been indexed since 
that time. It is my concern that we are 
looking at the potential of another 
Westway, that we are looking at some
thing that once we get start, Mr. 
Chairman, this House will say they 
made a mistake and, of course, we 
know the history of the kinds of 
projects of this magnitude. Once we 
are committed to them we usually 
remain committed to them, even 
though there is considerable concern 
by the body and attempts on occasion 
to block these kinds of tremendously 
costly programs. 

I also have before me a trade-in list 
provided by the island of Oahu by the 
city council and the city of Honolulu 
that they feel are of critical concern 
and would be a much better use of 
these kinds of moneys than the build
ing of some 10.7 miles of highway. 

As I mentioned, there is the environ
mental concern with waiving of 4Cf >. 
and also some archaeological concerns 
that I would ask later my colleague 
from the State of Hawaii to talk 
about. But, at this time, I would like to 
engage the chairman of the full com
mittee in an explanation as to why the 
committee chose to waive 4(f) without 
hearings. I believe it is a precedent set
ting situation, large sums of money 
and tremendous impact with the con
struction of this major highway. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAIG. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to thank the gentleman for 
bringing this subject up, because it is a 
very serious subject, and it might be 
considered by some as precedent set
ting. 

This highway, H-3, which would be 
an expensive highway per mile as we 

find around the country, because it is 
through a very mountainous and hilly 
area, would be very expensive. 4(f) is a 
provision that is being exempt in this 
legislation, and I would like to explain 
the catch-22 situation we are in. 

There is a park that exists near to 
where the right-of-way had been in
tended to go for H-3 in Hawaii for 
quite some time. The State, realizing 
that this highway would be built, de
termined that they would not like to 
have any development on the park 
side of the highway once it is built. So 
in order to avoid that, what the State 
did was give the land to the park, and 
let it be park all the way so that that 
would preserve that area. 

Then when they were ready to begin 
the highway, what we found was that 
some people objected and said you are 
building this highway right alongside 
the park. So we felt, and have gotten a 
court decision on it, we felt that this 
was not a proper way to stop this 
highway, and not a proper reason and 
not a proper decision. 

However, people wondered why did 
you exempt in your legislation all of 
4(f), which has concerns, as the gentle
man mentioned, both environmental 
and archaeological. If we did not 
exempt that in this legislation, we 
would come to a time problem where
by by September 30, if this has not 
been approved, it could not be ap
proved because it would be past the 
deadline. Therefore, anyone in Hawaii 
or anyone else would be able to go to 
court with a case, whether it was justi
fied or not, and just be able to hold on 
to not get a decision until this Septem
ber 30, and then that would eliminate 
the possibility of that highway. We 
felt that would not be fair. 

However, I want to state here my 
view and the view of my committee in 
this, and we have discussed it and been 
on record for it, is that we do expect, 
and have heard from the State of 
Hawaii, that they certainly will and 
must abide by every other part of 4(f) 
whether it be environmental, archae
ological or whatever. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Idaho 
CMr. CRAIG] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. CRAIG 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.> 

Mr. HOW ARD. So what we are 
trying to do, while we are trying to 
avoid an unfair situation by not ex
empting the rest of 4(f) and having it 
unfairly brought to court just to kill 
time, we also expect and believe that 
the State should be fair, and they 
should and must abide by every other 
part of 4(f). 

Should they not do this, the gentle
man has my word, if I am back here 
next year, and I am sure the commit
tee leadership also on our committee 
will see to it that H-3 not proceed if 
there is any other provision that ev-

eryone else has to meet that they do 
not meet. 

Mr. CRAIG. If my chairman would 
continue in the colloquy, am I under
standing, because it is my understand
ing, that there is the potential of dam
aging or destroying a major archae
ological discovery, a native Hawaiian 
house platform, irrigation systems and 
burial grounds dating back to the 4th 
century, A.O., the oldest on the 
Island? Are you actually telling me 
that section 142 would not exempt this 
particular archaeological find? 

Mr. HOWARD. What I say is if 
there is an archaeological reason 
under the law, as we have had in my 
own State in New Jersey with finding 
Indian bones in sites, that there are 
procedures that must be gone through 
satisfactorily if that road is to be built 
there. If not, it cannot be built. 

Mr. CRAIG. So my chairman is 
saying the waiver of 4(f) is only for 
the nature of this park situation, is 
that correct? 

Mr. HOW ARD. This is the intent. 
We have only that one park court de
cision situation, the gentleman is abso
lutely correct. 

Mr. Chairman, it is clear that H-3 in 
Hawaii presents an extraordinarily dif
ficult problem. There is merit on both 
sides of the argument. Environmental 
requirements must be weighed against 
transportation needs and, in the final 
result, we have to find a solution that 
is environmentally sound but meets 
Hawaii's transportation needs. 

On one side we have the Hawaiian 
delegation that has unanimously sup
ported the need for legislation to allow 
H-3 to be built. They feel, with justifi
cation, that the environmental laws 
have been misused to prohibit con
struction and they want that correct
ed. I feel sympathy with their position 
on this issue. 

On the other hand, the opponents of 
H-3 argue that the courts have ruled, 
and that Congress should not take 
action to overrule the courts. They 
object to the granting of an exemption 
from an environmental protection 
statute which, in this case, has only 
been done indirectly or as part of a 
broader exemption before now. I also 
feel sympathy with their position on 
this issue. 

The final complication in this puzzle 
is the congressionally mandated dead
line that the State of Hawaii must 
make a decision on construction of H-
3 by September 30, 1986. If no decision 
is made by that date to seek interstate 
transfer funds, the State must then 
build H-3 or lose over $700 million in 
Federal highway funds. 

I do not intend today to discuss the 
merits of building H-3 or the argu
ments against building it. I do intend, 
however, to describe my intention in 
proposing an exemption for H-3 to 
allow it to be built. First and foremost, 
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it is my intention to be fair to both 
sides. I do not intend to foreclose 
either side from making its case on H-
3. 

As reported by the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation, 
H.R. 3129 does include an exemption 
for H-3 from section 4(f) of the De
partment of Transportation Act of 
1966. That section is designed to pro
tect parks, wildlife refuges, and histor
ic sites from the detrimental effects of 
highway construction. 

In this case, it is clear that construc
tion of H-3 has been blocked through 
use of section 4(f) to protect a park
land buffer that was designed for that 
specific purpose-to protect the exist
ing park from the highway and to pre
vent environmentally unsound devel
opment that might occur between the 
park and the highway. Hawaii officials 
believe that is a misuse of the 4(f) pro
vision and they are seeking an over
turning of the ninth district court of 
appeals decision that held that H-3 
would violate 4(0. 

The request to allow H-3 to be con
structed near that buffer area seems 
perfectly reasonable and that is my in
tention in H.R. 3129. I have no inten
tion of prohibiting legitimate lawsuits 
filed on other environmental grounds. 
I also expect the State of Hawaii to 
comply with all other 4(f) require
ments beyond the ninth circuit court 
decision. 

My concern, however, is that other 
lawsuits on less than legitimate issues 
will delay construction of H-3 beyond 
the September 30 deadline. That 
would not be fair to Hawaiian officials 
who are faced with a deadline that is 
not of their own making. 

At the same time, however, I have 
made it clear to the Hawaiian delega
tion that this is their battle to win or 
lose. The real test will come in the 
other body where the committee 
chairman has said he is strongly op
posed to any exemption for H-3. If he 
or the full Senate cannot be persuaded 
to accept an H-3 exemption, it is not 
my intention to attempt to force them 
to do so. If the Senate willingly ac
cepts an H-3 exemption in conference, 
or a narrower provision, then we will 
have an agreement. 

The committee is attempting to be 
fair to Hawaii by keeping this issue 
open for discussion. However, if 
Hawaii officials cannot make a persua
sive case for their road, then they will 
be forced to live with the court deci
sion. 

If we do nothing on this issue, H-3 
will not be built. If we grant the ex
emption that is sought by Hawaii, we 
make it possible to build H-3. I believe 
the committee has chosen the accepta
ble middle ground on this issue that is 
fair to all sides. I hope we will contin
ue this fair approach to the H-3 issue. 

Mr. CRAIG. I thank my chairman 
for responding because that is of great 

concern. There are many of us in
volved in the construction of Federal 
highway projects who run into the dif
ficulty of these 4(f) types of situa
tions, there is a purpose for 4(f) being 
within the law, and that is to protect 
environmentally fragile areas and also 
to conserve our archaeological sites. I 
know there are numerous times when 
Members of this body have asked for 
that waiver and have not been granted 
it. 

Mr. HOW ARD. It would not have 
been granted in this case other than 
the situation I mentioned with the 
time elements. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my chairman and would now like to 
engage the gentleman from Hawaii 
CMr. AKAKA] in a colloquy. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Idaho 
CMr. CRAIG] has again expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. CRAIG 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes). 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask my colleague from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA] if what the chairman of the 
committee has just said is his under
standing and the intent of section 142, 
and would he agree with the com
ments of the chairman of the full com
mittee? 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAIG. I yield to the gentleman 
from Hawaii. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. Chairman, the 
chairman of the full committee cov
ered it very well. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment and in support of sec
tion 142, which will allow construction 
of Hawaii Interstate Highway H-3 to 
proceed. 

Section 142 provides for the comple
tion of a much-needed interstate high
way in Hawaii, which is now included 
in the interstate cost estimate. The 
H-3 highway has the support of the 
Reagan administration, the entire 
Hawaii congressional delegation, and 
the leadership of the House Public 
Works and Transportation Committee. 
On the homefront, it has the support 
of the Governor; broad, bipartisan 
support in the Hawaii State Legisla
ture; and a bipartisan majority of the 
city council. And independent polls 
have consistently shown that 70 to 80 
percent of the people of Oahu want 
H-3. 

H-3 was conceived in August 1960 as 
part of Hawaii's Interstate and De
fense Highway System consisting of 
H-1, H-2, and H-3. H-1 and H-2 have 
been completed and are in service. 
Upon completion of H-3, the system 
will provide an integrated transporta
tion facility connecting major popula
tion areas, employment centers, and 
major defense installations on the 
Island of Oahu, such as Pearl Harbor. 

In 1967, the alignment of H-3 was 
established so as to allow for the con
struction of a flood control project. In 
1971, the 9lst Congress passed the 
Flood Control Act of 1970 authorizing 
the construction of the flood control 
project, which included a recreational 
area. These projects culminated in the 
establishment of Ho'omaluhia Park. It 
is essential that Members understand 
that the establishment of the highway 
alignment preceded the park. Ho'oma
luhia Park, originally designed as a 75-
acre recreation area, was ultimately 
expanded to its current size of 223 
acres so that its boundary would 
become coterminous with the H-3 
right-of-way. The boundary of the 
park was extended up to the highway 
to prevent any possible development 
along the edge of the park, thereby al
lowing the highway to serve as a natu
ral buff er zone to the park. Coordina
tion between the county and State de
partment of transportation resulted in 
a designation of a common right-of
way, cooperative hydraulic designs, in
clusion of noise barriers, designing of 
an 8-foot landscape berm and plant
ings, and coordinated trail access 
points for hikers and horseback riders. 

Unfortunately, a recent decision of 
the ninth circuit court, while finding 
that the project complied with the Na
tional Environment Policy Act, the 
Endangered Species Act, and all por
tions of the Department of Transpor
tation Act other than section 4(f), 
makes approval of this project virtual
ly impossible without further studies 
and possible design modifications, thus 
exhausting all judicial routes available 
to meet the 1986 and 1990 deadlines 
for interstate construction. 

In reaching its decision, the court fo
cused on a highly technical reading of 
a provision of the Department of 
Transportation Act designed to pro
tect publicly owned parkland. The 
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals over
turned the findings of the Federal dis
trict court on section 4(f) and based its 
ruling on a highly controversial inter
pretation of "constructive use." How
ever, no land from the park involved, 
Ho'omaluhia Park, has been physical
ly taken; and in fact, the park bounda
ry was expanded by the State, at the 
request of the city, to take advantage 
of the highway as a buffer against de
velopment. In other words, the State 
agreed to purchase the land between 
the park and the highway from pri
vate ownership and turned it over to 
the city to protect this land from de
velopment. It was in an effort to meet 
the very requirements of section 4(f) 
that State officials expanded the 
boundary of Ho'omaluhia Park to 
meet the H-3 right-of-way. Simply 
stated, Ho'omaluhia Park would not 
enjoy its expanded boundary were it 
not for the extensive planning by city 
and State officials to minimize any ad-
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verse environmental impact on the 
park. I hope these facts will demon
strate that H-3 is an example of en
lightened planning-the type we want 
to encourage, not punish. 

By the year 2000, the traffic level be
tween Honolulu and the windward side 
of the island will rise from 90,000 to 
120,000 vehicles per day. If H-3 is not 
built, the peak traffic period on these 
roads will increase to 8 hours a day, 
creating an almost constant traffic 
jam. Upgrade alternatives of the exist
ing Pali and Likelike Highways will 
not meet the increasing demand for 
travel between the windward and cen
tral areas of Oahu. Other alternatives 
available for the highway-which is 
vital for transportation and defense 
purposes-are not prudent and/ or f ea
sible since they are either one or more 
of the following: First, unsafe; second, 
environmentally damaging; third, 
much more expensive; or fourth, 
unduly disruptive and costly to the 
local communities. 

Mr. Chairman, this issue is not an 
environmental issue. It is a no-growth 
issue. Despite cries of foul play by en
vironmental groups, H-3 does not vio
late environmental laws. The design of 
this highway, which has been under 
development for a number of years, in
corporates a great deal of environmen
tal mitigation. Many of the mitigation 
features were added at the insistence 
of the Secretary of Transportation in 
response to concerns expressed by the 
public and other government agencies. 
The record demonstrates that State 
and Federal transportation officials 
have done their job in protecting the 
environment. 

As I said at the outset, this highway 
has the support of the administration, 
the entire Hawaii delegation, Hawaii's 
Governor, the State legislature, and 
the city council. The amendment will 
not save any money because the 
project is already in the interstate cost 
estimate. Twenty years of planning 
have gone into this highway; and polls 
run 3 to 1 in favor of the project. I 
urge you to def eat this amendment. 

Some of you may have heard some 
arguments by opponents of H-3. I 
would like to take this moment to ad
dress them: 

First, H-3 is the most expensive per
mile segment of the Interstate System 
ever built. 

Not true. H-3's total cost is $742 mil
lion, which includes engineering and 
right-of-way costs. The total length of 
H-3 is 16.1 miles, 5.4 of which has been 
completed. This translates into a cost 
of $49 million per mile. Based on the 
uncompleted 10.7 mile section of H-3 
alone, it is estimated to cost $69 mil
lion per mile. The Federal Highway 
Administration lists a number of more 
costly interstate segments. Baltimore's 
I-95 at a cost of $518 million per mile, 
Massachusetts' 1-90 at a cost of $198 
million per mile, and Seattle's 1-90 at 

a cost of $117 million per mile are just 
a few examples. 

Second, H-3 has an inequitable bene
fit-cost ratio of .22 to 1. 

Not true. A computer study by the 
Office of Highway Planning, Urban 
Planning Division, FHW A, detei·mined 
that H-3 has a benefit-cost ratio of 
1.05 with a 30-percent transit diversion 
and 1.26 with a 10-percent transit di
version. The present transit use on the 
Pali and Likelike Highway is 15 per
cent. The FHWA method of comput
ing benefit-cost is site specific and 
takes into account operating costs, 
travel time value, and accident costs. 
Even higher benefit-cost ratios could 
be computed by accounting for the re
duction in the peak period on existing 
highways and intersections. 

Third, if constructed, H-3 would pre
vent other States from receiving f eder
al funds for more essential projects. 

Not true. This allegation is unfound
ed and unsupported by the Depart
ment of Transportation or Congress. 
The cost of H-3 represents only 2.8 
percent of the total cost to complete 
the Interstate System nationwide, 
based on DOT estimates. 

Fourth, the Supreme Court upheld 
the Ninth Circuit Court decision. 

Not true. The Supreme Court de
clined, without comment, to hear the 
case. They did not uphold the deci
sion. 

Fifth, Congress has never granted an 
exemption from Federal environmen
tal laws. 

Not true. Section 4(f) exemptions in
clude the Conrail Assistance Act relat
ing to service transfer by Conrail and 
the Alaska Railroad Transfer, which 
freed the State from 4(f) requirements 
in placement of a railroad. Additional
ly, the Tellico Dam Construction Snail 
Darter case was granted a total ex
emption of environmental laws by 
Congress. 

Sixth, in every case, H-3 has been 
found to be in violation of Federal law 
by the courts. 

Not true. Every Federal statutory 
regulation compliance was affirmed by 
the U.S. district court and the U.S. 
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, except 
for section 4(f) as determined by the 
Ninth Circuit Court. These regulations 
include: First, general environmental 
requirements; second, public involve
ment and design/location approval; 
third, historic and archeological pres
ervation; fourth, Clean Water Act; 
fifth, Safe Drinking Water Act; sixth, 
floodplains; seventh, endangered spe
cies; eighth, wildlife; ninth, farmland; 
tenth, air quality; eleventh, energy; 
twelfth, esthetics; thirteenth, joint de
velopment; and fourteenth, noise. 

Seventh, the people of Hawaii do not 
want H-3. 

Not true. Independent polls have 
consistently shown that 70 to 80 per
cent of the people of Oahu support 
the construction of H-3. 

Eighth, H-3 will take acreage from a 
public golf course. 

Not true. The land in question was 
acquired by the State in 1975. It is 
unused and in a low lying area prone 
to flooding. Approximately 3.5 acres 
will be used for the Halekou inter
change, which is currently over 60 per
cent completed. In no way does this 
interfere with the enjoyment of those 
using the golf course. 

Ninth, H-3 will destroy one of the 
oldest archaeological sites in the Ha
waiian islands. 

Not true. H-3 will be designed to 
avoid the Luluku archeological sites. 
Additionally, a plan has been worked 
out with the archeologists of the 
world-renowned Bishop Museum that 
will assure preservation of these sites. 
They are located on private lands and 
are in a deteriorating condition. The 
Bishop Museum has stated that not 
building H-3 "may lead to the total de
struction and loss of this most impor
tant archaeological resource by private 
development." It may interest you to 
know that the Hawaii Department of 
Transportation has been recognized 
for "Outstanding Public Service to 
Transportation and Historic Preserva
tion" by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation this 
year. The awards are for exemplary 
solutions to problems involving trans
portation and historic places. 

Tenth, H-3 could result in health 
hazards, even deaths and highway cas
ualties, due to the electromagnetic 
field of the Coast Guard OMEGA an
tenna station. 

Not true. The issue of constructing 
H-3 through the U.S. Coast Guard's 
Haiku-OMEGA navigational tansmit
ter facility has been thoroughly inves
tigated. The combined studies con
clude that H-3 can be safely construct
ed and used through Haiku-OMEGA, 
including people with cardiac pace
makers. In fact, based upon actual 
field measurements, it has been found 
that the public is currently exposed to 
over 1 million times more absorption 
rate of electromagnetic radiation due 
to exposure to television and radio 
towers than they would experience in 
Haiku Valley. 

Eleventh, H-3 does not solve contem
porary traffic needs. It conflicts with 
the island development plan. 

Not true. H-3 is consistent with the 
development plans of Hawaii by the 
fact that it is reflected in the State 
transportation functional plan of the 
Hawaii State Plan as adopted by the 
State legislature, Oahu General Plan 
and related development plans as 
adopted by the city and county of 
Honolulu, and Oahu Metropolitan 
Planning Organization's Long-Range 
Transportation Plan for the island of 
Oahu as adopted by the OMPO Policy 
Committee. H-3 is intended to take 
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traffic to the growing Pearl Harbor I 
leeward industrial complex and not to 
downtown Honolulu. This complex is 
an area containing a growing number 
of jobs, as well as most of the major 
military bases on the island. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for the support 
of section 142 from my fellow col
leagues. I believe that the planning 
and coordination between H-3 and 
Ho'omaluhia Park is an exemplary 
effort by the State and city govern
ments to see that the park is, indeed, 
protected from detrimental urban 
impact. Who could have possibly fore
seen that this careful planning would 
backfire due to the court's interpreta
tion of section 4(f)? I believe that we, 
in Hawaii, have no other alternatives 
than to seek congressional relief for 
the completion of H-3. The need for 
relief from traffic congestion for our 
windward residents grows more press
ing every day. H-3 has been a careful
ly planned interstate highway and all 
concerns have been taken into account 
in establishing the existing route. 

As the author of legislation to allow 
H-3 to proceed in construction, H.R. 
3659, and as the author of the amend
ment which became section 142 of the 
committee bill, I want to offer the fol
lowing explanation of the purpose of 
section 142 to establish legislative his
tory on this matter. 

Bill language is included by the com
mittee allowing construction to pro
ceed on a needed interstate highway in 
Hawaii, which is now included in the 
interstate cost estimate. The design 
for this highway, H-3, which has been 
under development for a number of 
years, incorporates a great deal of en
vironmenal mitigation. Many of the 
mitigation features were added at the 

insistence of the Secretary in response 
to concerns expressed by the public 
and other Government agencies. The 
record demonstrates that State and 
Federal transportation officials have 
done their job in protecting the envi
ronment. 

Unfortunately, a recent decision of 
the Ninth Circuit Court, Stop H-3 
Assn., et al. v. Dole, et al., 740 F.2d 
1442 <9th Cir. 1984) cert. denied, --
U.S. --, 105 S.CT. 2344 0985), 
while finding that the project com
plied with the National Environmental 
Policy Act, the Endangered Species 
Act, and all portions of the Depart
ment of Transportation Act other 
than section 4Cf), makes approval of 
this project virtually impossible with
out further studies and possible design 
modifications, thus exhausting all ju
dicial routes available to meet the 1986 
and 1990 deadlines for interstate con
struction. In reaching its decision, the 
court focused on a highly technical 
reading of a provision of the Depart
ment of Transportation Act designed 
to protect publicly owned parkland. 
However, no land from the park in
volved-Ho'omaluhia Park-is being 
taken and, in fact, the park boundary 
was expanded with the cooperation of 
the State to take advantage of the 
highway and allow it to serve as a logi
cal buff er against residential develop
ment along the boundary of the park. 
Under these circumstances, further 
studies and modifications would not 
result in any further protection for 
the park and may, indeed, prove harm
ful. Other alternatives available for 
the highway-which is vital for trans
portation and defense purposes-are 
not prudent and/or feasible since they 
are either one or more of the follow-

ing: First unsafe, second, environmen
tally damaging, third, much more ex
pensive, or fourth, unduly disruptive 
and costly to the local communities. 
All other aspects of the record were 
found lawful by the court of appeals. 

This section directs the Secretary to 
approve the construction of this 
project in the location currently 
planned without administrative review 
pursuant to section 4(f) of the Depart
ment of Transportation Act-section 
138 of title 23, United States Code, and 
section 303 of title 49, United States 
Code. The committee has acknowl
edged by this section the Ninth Circuit 
Court's findings that H-3 has com
plied with the National Environmenal 
Polic;y Act, the Endangered Species 
Act, and all portions of the Depart
ment of Transportation Act other 
than section 4(f). There are no addi
tional funds associated with this provi
sion. 

0 1730 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, my col

league is telling me that the archae
ological site, as it is presently being 
found, would be preserved? That is the 
intent? 

Mr. AKAKA. As a matter of fact, it 
will be improved for the public to view. 
Right now, and before the highway 
came, nobody knew that it was there. 
Since the highway has been under 
design, they found this, and the high
way people are willing, if it comes 
under the public lands, to work this 
out as a part of the park. 

This would certainly help the people 
of Hawaii, and not damage the sites. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to thank my colleague from 
Hawaii. 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU TRANSPORTATION CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 
[With proposed candidates for H-3 substitute projects] 

Project description TIP• list 

Windward Oahu: 
1. Likelike Highway improvements and Contra-flow 2 ............ ................................................ ........... .. ..... .. .... .. ....................... . 

2. Likelike Highway/Kahekili Highway Interchange 2 . ... .. . ....... . .................... .. ........ .. ...... . ... . ................................................. . 

3. Likelike Highway/Kamehameha Highway Interchange 2 .......... .. .. . .................................. . 

4. Castle Junction Interchange • .............................................. ........................................... . ................................................................... . 
5. Kahekili Highway Widening, (Likelike Highway to Kamehameha Highway) 2 ........................ _.... • ... ........................ . 

6. Bus/Contra-flow lane on Kamehameha Highway, (Likelike to Castle Junction) 2 ............................. .. .......... ....... ..... ... .......... ...... ............ ........ ....... . 

7. Kamehameha Highway at Paleka Road Intersection improvements• ..................................... . 
8. Kamehameha Highway, Unit II improvements • (Haiku Road to lpuka Street, Heeia) .. 
9. Kailua Road widening and sidewalk improvements• (Hahani Street to Wanaao Road) ... . . ........ .................... . 
JO. Kaneohe Bay Drive, (Puohala Street to Mokapu Saddle Road• ........ ..... .................... ............................. ........................... .. 
J l. Pali Highway improvements and Contra-flow 2 ............................ ................................ .... .. .................... .. .................................. . 

f.entral Honolulu; 
1. Pali Highway /Vineyard Boulevard underpass 2 • • .. .. . .. .... ••• . .......... ....... .. ........ ..... ...... .......................... . 

2. Pali Highway/ Beretania Avenue underpass• .................... .... ................. ....... ...................................... . ......................... . 
3. lusitana/Vineyard •·• ............ ............................ . .... ............................. ............................. . .............................................. . 
4. McCully overpass widening and on-ramp • ............................ .. .. .. ........................... ....... .. .... ............... . ................................. . 
5. Dole Street improvements• (McCully to Alexander ) ............................. . 
6. lunalilo Street on-ramp to H-J, WB 2 ..... . ................................... .... . ... . .. ..................... . 

7. Ward Avenue widening,• Kinau to Beretania ...... ....................................... ............................. . ................... ..... ........... .. 
8. Ala Wai Bridge• (University extension ) .................................... .. ........................ . 
9. Kapahulu Avenue widening• (Harding-Oate) ........... .. ........................................................................................................................ .. 
JO. McCully Street widening• (King-Kapilonai) ................... ....................................................... .. 
11 Increase capacity, H-J 2 Kapiotani Interchange to Punchbowl Street.... ............. ..... ....................... .. . .................... .. .... . 
J2. Wilder off-ramp, Dole/Wilder Intersection improvement 2 ............... .... . . ..................... . 

J3. H-1 University Avenue Interchange reconstruction • ..... ........................................................................................ ................................ . 
14. Alakea Street widening• King Street to Queen Street-Add a 5th lane on east side of Alakea Street... .................................................. .. 
J5. Keeaumoku Street/lunalilo Street Freeway access improvements • Keeaumoku Street to Lunalilo Street... .............................................. . 
J6. Monsarrat Avenue improvement,• widen roadway to 40 feet from Paki Avenue to Leahi Avenue ... .. ........................ . 
J 7. Wilder Avenue reconstruction • Punahou Street to Metcalf Street... .......... -.. .. ................ .................. ......... . 

71-059 0-87-43 (Pt. 15) 

Estimated cost (in thousands of dollars) Proposed 
substitute 

P&E Right-of-way Construction Total FJ~~~re 

$3.000 .................. . 
.......................... $3,300 

1.000 800 
900 1.000 
700 J60 
250 
36 34 

J45 630 

1,000 500 
3.000 .. 

1,000 .. 
1.000 ........................ .. 

280 • 20 
400 800 
650 .. . 
500 ........ . 
250 1,500 
800 ......................... . 
800 1.500 
500 5,000 

2,000 
250 500 

........ ...... ........... 2,900 
180 3,000 
240 .................. ...... .. 

75 ........................ . 
5 .......... . 

$20,000 
16,000 
10,500 

3 16,000 
14,000 
2,500 

390 
1,795 
1,200 
5,000 

20,000 

8,850 
6,200 
2,800 
4,800 
2,500 
5,000 

750 
7,200 
3,000 
2,000 

18,000 
2,000 
6,400 

300 
2,000 

425 
632 

$23,000 $19,550 
19,300 16,400 
12,300 J0,460 
17,900 15,220 
14,860 12,630 
2,750 2,340 

460 391 
2,570 2,J85 
1,200 1,020 
6,500 5,530 

23,000 19,550 

9,850 8,375 
7,200 6,J20 
3,JOO 2,635 
6,000 5,100 
3,JSO 2,678 
5,500 4,680 
2,500 1,913 
8,000 6,800 
5,300 4,505 
7,500 6,375 

20,000 ....................... . 
2,750 
9,300 .... 
3,480 2,958 
2,240 1.900 

500 425 
637 541 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU TRANSPORTATION CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS-Continued 

[With proposed candidates for H- 3 substitute projects] 

Project description TIP 1 Lisi 

West Honolulu: 

Estimated cost (in thousands of dollars) 

P&E Right-of-way Construction Total 

Proposed 
substitute 

FJ:C~re 

I. Likelike/ School Street underpass 2 .................... .. ..... . . . . .. .. . . ............... . ............... . . .. .. . . .. . .. . .•. .. ... •••.• . ..•• . ... .. . . . .••. •••••.•••.•.•••..• 1,000 2,000 
2,000 
3,000 

9,000 
2,000 
2,000 
6,500 

12,000 10,200 
2. Puuhale Road, Nimitz to Dillingham• ............................. 1,000 
3. l.Wuea Street, Nimitz to Dillingham • .................................. ... ............................... ........................................................................................ .......... 1,250 

5,000 2,550 
6,250 2.763 

4. Kalihi Street , Nimitz to Dillingham 2 •..••.•••...••..••. ••.•.•••••••••••••••.••• . ..•••••••••••• •••••••••.• ••••••••••••.• ••. •.• .••..••.••••• . •• . ••.••••.• .. . . ... . ..• . ..•• .. l.700 ..... . 

i ~~~~~~!(,~j;~~~~~~.~~;~~, ;~:§ :::••············· 1 ··· ~~ ....... 1·~ 
29,000 
17,000 
1,800 
1,332 

951 

8,200 6,970 

East Hoollulu: 
I. Kalanianaole Highway,2 provide for median bus/ carpool reversible lanes from Ainakoa lo Hawaii Kai... 

Central/ leeward Oahu: 
5,000 

3 8,000 

5,000 

31 ,500 26,775 
18,650 . 
4,100 
1,332 1,132 

951 808 

73,690 62,637 

60,000 51,000 ~: ~rn:~~.igt~a~~ 1~~~t~~~e ~-·~1~il~_".i_~ _::::: : ::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::: : ::::: : :: : · ··· ... ··· ···········::::::: ................................... . 
3. Salt Lake Boulevard,• Stadium to Ala Lifikoi ......................................................... ........ . ................................. :::··················soo ..... ::::::::::::::::::::: 

65,690 

50,000 
7,000 

16,000 
16,000 
4,500 
6,000 
2,000 
3,000 

11,000 
5,000 

7,000 5,950 
16,600 14,110 

4. Naipahu Street widening and realignment, Kamehameha Highway to Kunia Road • .......................... . 

~: ~=~ ~~i~~~,~~fe:~~;R~:i~i~'.~~:~~~~ :::: : ::::::: :: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::: ··················:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .................... . 
8. H- 1 Contra-flow lane 2 (Waiawa to Halawa) .................................. .. ................................ . 
9. Fort Weawr Road/ realignment and widening 2 Hanakahi Street to Ewa Beacll .. 
I 0. Farrington Highway • 1mprowrnenl and beautification ............................. ..... . .......................... . 
11. Farrington Highway 2 replacement of 7 limber bridges at Makaha ............ . 
12. Waipuna Avenue bridge over Waiawa Stream, Pearl City • ............... . ............................ . 
13. Kaukonahua Road truck climbing lane • ............ ............ ..................... . ....................... . 

lslalldwire. 

~ : ~=s~~~~r~::~::~ma~! ~~~~:~ai~g~waY5.ai··;,;a·ii0iis ·fu·i~ii;; ·2·::::::::::::::::: .............. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .. :::::::::····························· 
3. Resurfacing, restoration, rehabilitation and/ of reconstruction projects oo the Federal-aid system at various locations • ....................................... . 

T ransil projects: 
I. Honolulu Rapid Transit project• (based on officially approved EIS completed in 1982) . 
2. Park-and-ride (2 sites-Kaneohe • and Kailua, 1,000 Vehicle capacity each) ............... . 
3. Bus service facility (Windward)• ......... . ............................................. . 

Grand total... ................. . 

800 4,000 
500 500 

·· ··· ·····soo--. 500 

600 ......................... . 
x ..... 

·2:000··:::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
500 ......... . 

60 ........ . 
100 

x ................................................ ... . 
x ................................................... . 
x .............. ............ . 

80,000 
1,200 

500 

117,221 

124,000 
8,000 
1,500 

185,644 

5,200 
890 
900 

4,000 
32,000 
4,800 

666,000 
12,000 
4,000 

1,165,805 

20,800 17 ,680 
5,500 ....................... . 
6,500 ....................... . 
2,500 
3,600 

1
}:: · ············s:ooo 
5·~~ ······ ··········aoa 
1,000 850 

4,000 
32000 
4,800 

870,000 850,000 
21,000 .. . 
6,000 ... . 

1,468,670 6 720,514 

1 TIP Transportation Improvement Program (fiscal year 1986). 2 State Jurisdiction. 3 Estimated. •City Jurisdiction. • Easement. • Target. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, August 12, 1986. 

Hon. JAMES HOWARD, 
Chainnan, Committee on Public Works and 

Transportation, House of Representa
tives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: It is our understand
ing that the House will soon resume consid
eration of H.R. 3129, the Surface Transpor
tation Act. We are writing to express our 
concern with Section 142 of that legislation 
as reported by the Public Works and Trans
portation Committee. 

As you are aware, Section 142 would ex
plicit ly exempt Hawaiian Highway H-3 from 
Section 4CO of the Department of Transpor
tation Act <23 U.S.C. Section 138 and 49 
U.S.C. Section 303). The effect of this action 
would be to overturn the decision of the 
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in Stop H-3 
Association v. Dole, 740 F.2nd 1446 (9th Cir. 
1984), cert. denied, 105 S. Ct. 2344 <1985). 
That decision, which the U.S. Supreme 
Court declined to review, enjoined the 
planned highway due to Section 4CO's prohi
bition of transportation projects that harm 
natural or cultural resources where feasible 
and prudent alternatives exist. 

The Court held that construction of the 
highway would cause serious adverse effects 
to parklands. In addition, research subse
quent to the Court's decision has identified 
highly significant archeological sites which 
would be destroyed by the highway's con
struction. 

The environmental damage attendant to 
this highway is inarguable. On the other 
hand, a combination of transportation alter
natives has been suggested that would not 
violate Section 4(f> and would be responsive 
to local transportation needs. In light of 
these facts, there has been a clear judicial 
determination that Section 4<f> prohibits 
construction of the highway. 

There is no apparent justification to merit 
the grant of a waiver from Section 4(f) re-

quirements in this case. It is our under
standing that, in the almost twenty-year 
history of Section 4<0. no such waiver has 
ever been granted. The granting of a waiver 
would set a dangerous precedent that could 
lead to Congressional involvement in many 
controversial transportation projects. 

We believe that the Committee bears a 
heavy burden of persuasion in seeking the 
House's concurrence to overturn this Court 
action. We are prepared to work with the 
Committee and the Hawaii delegation to 
insure that Hawaii's transportation needs 
are accommodated. We believe that his goal 
can be met without approval of Section 142. 
If this is not possible, then we may be 
forced reluctantly to oppose this provision 
when the bill reaches the House floor. 

Sincerely, 
John F. Seiberling, Philip R . Sharp, 

Thomas Petri, Sam Gejdenson, 
George Miller, Parren J. Mitchell, 
Claudine Schneider, Andrew Jacobs, 
Jr., Vic Fazio, Leon Panetta, Anthony 
C. Beilenson, John Miller, John Con
yers, Bruce F. Vento, James Weaver, 
Ted Weiss, Bob Kastenmeier, Berkley 
Bedell, Morris K. Udall. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. CRAIG 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, my con
cern for this very sensitive highway 
continues, and I think we have 
brought out today some important 
points. 

It is in fact precedent-setting that 
we would waive 4(f), and it was my 
concern that it be done in this case. I 
think it is an environmentally sensi
tive area, an environmentally sensitive 
issue. 

It is an exorbitantly expensive high
way; I think I have brought that out 

in the fact that it may well cost over 
$100 million a mile to construct this. 
There is growing opposition in the 
State of Hawaii, as I understand, it is 
bipartisan and on both sides of the 
issue, and I would not attempt to hide 
that from the body of the House. 

There are a variety of other con
cerns that I will not address; this is an 
issue obviously that will be taken up in 
conference, as I hope it will be. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to withdraw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
SCHUMER). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BEREUTER 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BEREUTER: 

Page 163, after line 12, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 163. FERRY BOAT SERVICE. 

Ca> STUDY.-The Secretary, in consultation 
with the highway departments of the States 
of Nebraska and South Dakota, shall con
duct a study to determine the feasibility and 
cost of establishing public ferry boat service 
on the Missouri River which connects a Fed
eral-aid highway in the vicinity of Niobrara, 
Nebraska, with a Federal-aid highway in the 
vicinity of Springfield, South Dakota, and 
which meets the requirements of section 
129Cg> of title 23, United States Code. 

Cb) REPORT.-Not later than one year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall submit a report to Congress 
on the results of the study conducted under 
this section together with any recommenda
tions the Secretary may have concerning 
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the establishment of the ferry boat service 
described in subsection <a>. 

Conform the table of contents according
ly. 

Mr. BEREUTER (during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

did want to point out to the leadership 
of the Committee on both sides of the 
aisle that there was a technical error 
in drafting that has been corrected. It 
should ref er to the Missouri River as 
opposed to the Niobrara River. 

This study amendment proposes 
that the Secretary would conduct a 
study to determine the feasibility and 
the cost of establishing a public auto 
ferryboat service across the Missouri 
River, to connect Federal-aid high
ways in the vicinity of Niobrara, NE, 
and Springfield, SD. The Missouri 
River at that point constitutes the 
boundary between the States. 

The situation meets the require
ments of section 129(g) of title 23, the 
United States Code, related to the con
struction of ferryboats. It does require 
the Secretary to report to the Con
gress with her findings and any recom
mendations, within 1 year. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Kentucky CMr. SNYDER]. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, this is 
the first time I have seen this amend
ment. I am looking at section 129(g) of 
title 23, which you ref er to in your 
amendment. 

Do I understand that it has already 
been determined that it is not feasible 
to build a bridge between these high
ways? 

Mr. BEREUTER. Yes; that was a de
termination that was made some years 
ago. There has been a private ferry at 
that point until recently, which has 
been abandoned. 

Mr. SNYDER. Then can I assume 
that because the private ferry was not 
profitable, that is the reason why they 
abandoned it? 

Mr. BEREUTER. No; it was dam
aged and restored for other uses as an 
excursion boat on the Lewis and Clark 
Reservoir. 

Mr. SNYDER. No private concern 
wants to come back and rebuild? 

Mr. BEREUTER. That is correct. 
Mr. SNYDER. Now, Mr. Chairman, 

this study decades ago that it was not 
feasible to build a bridge or other 
normal highway structure, about how 
long ago was that? 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would say that it is in excess of a 
decade. This area happens to be be
neath one of the main stem dams on 
the Missouri River. It is a volatile kind 
of environment with occasional but 

substantial changes in sand bars. Most 
of that changing activity has taken 
place within the last decade. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, it 
seems to me that it might be more ad
visable to have a current study on a 
bridge; one at least within the past 
decade. I assume that like most parts 
of the country, the traffic pattern has 
changed considerably? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I would say to the 
gentleman that this is a substantial 
distance across the river. We are talk
ing about at least a 2-mile crossing, 
perhaps 3 miles across the Missouri 
River at this stretch of river. It is the 
last 100 plus mile unchannelized por
tion of the Missouri River below the 
main-stem dams of the Pick-Sloan 
Project. 

Mr. SNYDER. Well, this does not 
ref er to the Missouri River; it refers to 
the Niobrara. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Yes; I regret that. 
I just mentioned that there was an 
error in drafting. The Clerk has the 
proper amendment. It is the Missouri 
River. 

Mr. SNYDER. Oh, I see. The copy I 
have refers to a different river. 

You say it is several miles across the 
river at that point? 

Mr. BEREUTER. Yes; it is. 
Mr. SNYDER. My goodness, that is 

wider than the Bosporus Sea. 
Who does the gentleman suggest 

would own and operate this ferry, if it 
is proven feasible? 

Mr. BEREUTER. Well, it would 
have to be publicly owned to be au
thorized by this existing section of 
law, section 129(g) of title 23 of the 
United States Code as I understand it. 
It would be my expectation that it 
would be owned by one or the other of 
the two States. 

Mr. SNYDER. And what you would 
hope, if it proves feasible, is that they 
would take out of the Highway Trust 
Fund some money to build a ferry
boat? 

Mr. BEREUTER. Correct. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SNYDER. Does the gentleman 

have any idea how much money that 
would cost? I do not know. 

Mr. BEREUTER. I certainly do not, 
and that is the major part of the feasi
bility study. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairmap., will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, am I 
correct in my understanding that this 
does not require the expenditure of 
any funds other than for the study, 
nor does it prejudice any decision, and 
whether or not any funds would be re
quired for the construction of the op
eration of the ferryboat is a matter 
which would have to stand on its own 
in a future evaluation? 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, 
that is absolutely right, and that is the 
introducer's intent. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, my con
cern is that verbally I understand 
from DOT the reason the ferryboat is 
not operating is the guy was losing his 
shirt. I just do not want to see us get 
into that kind of thing; take Federal 
money to build a ferryboat and have it 
laying around somewhere because 
they cannot operate and make it work. 

Mr. BEREUTER. I would say to the 
gentleman, I think that is a basic ele
ment in the feasibility study. 

The ferry did operate, indeed until it 
was damaged or destroyed. 

Mr. SNYDER. How was it de
stroyed? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I have been told it 
was damaged or destroyed by storm 
activities. 

Mr. SNYDER. I see. All right. I 
thank the gentleman for answering 
my inquiries. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. BEREU
TER was allowed to proceed for 2 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, 
based on the colloquies which have 
taken place, and based on the clear un
derstanding that this is nothing more 
than a feasibility study, I have no ob
jection to the amendment. 

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the gentle
man. 

I am particularly grateful to the 
gentleman, since this is a last-minute 
request. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, 
this side has checked the gentleman's 
amendment. It is the first time I had a 
chance to really read it; and we have 
no objections to the amendment. 

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the Chair
man very much for his graciousness in 
accepting it. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the genteman from Nebraska CMr. 
BEREUTER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

0 1740 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MOODY 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MooDY: 
Page 43, line 6, strike out, "under this 

paragraph" and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

pursuant to this paragraph <other than 
subparagraph <F» and subsection <c><l> of 
this section 

Page 44, strike out lines 12 through 15 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following new sub
paragraph: 



22108 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE August 15, 1986 
"(F) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY; USE OF LAPSED 

FUNDS.-
"(i) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF DISCRETION

ARY FUNDs.-Sums made available pursuant 
to this paragraph <other than clause <ii> of 
this subparagraph) and subsection <c>O> of 
this section shall remain available for obli
gation under subparagraph (B) of this para
graph for a period of 395 days. 

"(ii) LAPSING OF FUNDS.-Sums not obligat
ed within the 395-day period prescribed by 
clause (i) shall lapse. To the extent neces
sary to carry out section 157<a><2><C> of this 
title, the Secretary shall make such lapsed 
funds available for carrying out such sec
tion. Any of such lapsed funds which are 
not necessary for carrying out such section 
in a fiscal year shall be available for obliga
tion in accordance with subparagraph <B> of 
this paragraph. 

(iii} PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF LAPSED 
FUNDs.-Sums made available pursuant to 
this subparagraph shall remain available 
until expended." . 

Page 48, lines 19 and 20, strike out "by in
denting" and insert in lieu thereof " (l) in". 

Page 48, line 21, before "and" insert the 
following: by inserting " (B)" after " (b )(2)," 
and (2) by indenting such paragraph 

Page 63, after line 9, insert the following 
new subsection: 

(a) MODIFICATION OF FORMULA.-Subsec
tion <a> of section 157 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting "DE
TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY AND ALLOCATION 
AMoUNTs.-after "(a)", by inserting " (l) 

FISCAL YEARS 1983 THROUGH 1986.-" before 
"In the fiscal", and by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

"(2) FISCAL YEARS AFTER 1986.
"(A) ELIGIBILITY.-
"(i) GENERAL RULE.-In fiscal year 1987, as 

soon as practicable after the date of the en
actment of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1986 and in each fiscal year thereafter, on 
October 1, the Secretary shall allocate, sub
ject to the provisions of subparagraphs <B>. 
<C>, and <D> of this paragraph, among the 
States amounts sufficient to ensure that a 
State's percentage of the total apportion
ments in such fiscal year and allocations for 
the prior fiscal year for Federal-aid highway 
programs shall not be less than 85 percent 
of the percentage of estimated tax pay
ments attributable to highway users in the 
State paid into the Highway Trust Fund 
<other than the Mass Transit Account> in 
the latest fiscal year for which data are 
available. 

"(ii) ExcEPTION.-For purposes of clause 
(i}, apportionments and allocations for Fed
eral-aid highways do not include allocations 
for interstate discretionary construction 
projects under section 118(b)(2) of this title, 
emergency relief under section 125 of this 
title, forest highways, Indian reservation 
roads, and parkways and park roads under 
section 202 of this title, highway related 
safety grants under section 402 of this title, 
nonconstruction safety grants under sec
tions 402, 406, and 408 of this title, and 
Bureau of Motor Carrier safety grants 
under section 404 of the Surface Transpor
tation Assistance Act of 1982. 

"(B) BASIC ALLOCATION.-
"(i) DETERMINATION OF RATIO.-For each 

fiscal year beginning after September 30, 
1986, the Secretary shall determine the 
ratio by dividing-

"(!) the amount of funds which would be 
necessary to carry out paragraph < 1 > of this 
subsection if paragraph < 1) were in effect in 
such fiscal year, by 

"<ID the amount of funds which would be 
necessary to carry out subparagraph <A> of 

this paragraph if this subparagraph were 
not in effect in such fiscal year. 

" OD AMouNT.-Except as provided in sub
paragraph <C>. the amount of funds made 
available to a State eligible for an allocation 
under subparagraph <A> of this paragraph 
in a fiscal year shall equal the amount of 
funds which would be allocated to such 
State under subparagraph <A> if this sub
paragraph were not in effect in such fiscal 
year multiplied by the ratio determined for 
such fiscal year under clause (i) of this sub
paragraph. 

" (C) SUPPLEMENTAL ALLOCATION.-If, at any 
time in a fiscal year beginning after Septem
ber 30, 1986, the Secretary determines that 
any funds will lapse under section 
118(b)(F)(ii), the Secretary-

" (i) shall determine the percentage of 
funds which, but for subparagraph <B> of 
this paragraph, would be made available 
under subparagraph <A> of this paragraph 
to each State eligible for allocations under 
subparagraph <A>; and 

"( ii) subject to subparagraph <D> of this 
paragraph, shall make that percentage of 
such lapsed funds available to the State. 

" (D) MAXIMUM ALLOCATION AMOUNT.- No 
State shall receive in a fiscal year an aggre
gate amount under subparagraphs CB) and 
<C> of this paragraph in excess of the 
amount such State is eligible to receive 
under subparagraph <A> in such fiscal 
year.". 

Page 63, line 10, strike out "(a)" and insert 
in lieu thereof "(b)". 

Page 64, strike out lines 8 through 20 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(C) EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.-Subsection 
<e> of such section 157, as redesignated by 
subsection Cb> of this section, is amended to 
read as follows: 

" (e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated out 
of the Highway Trust Fund <other than the 
Mass Transit Account> such sums as may be 
necessary-

"( 1 > for carrying out subsection (a)( 1 > of 
this section for each of fiscal years 1983, 
1984, 1985, and 1986; and 

"(2) for carrying out subsection <a><2><B> 
of this section for each fiscal year beginning 
after September 30, 1986.". 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Subsection 
<a> of such section is further amended by in
denting paragraph O>. as designated by sub
section <a> of this section, and aligning such 
paragraph with paragraph (2), as added by 
subsection <a> of this section. 

Mr. MOODY <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
SCHUMER). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Wiscon
sin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MOODY. Mr. Chairman, this is 

an amendment to provide what I con
sider to be basic justice to the various 
States in the distribution of the high
way aids. First, let me praise my com
mittee chairman and cochairman and 
the ranking members, Mr. ANDERSON, 
Mr. HOWARD, Mr. SHUSTER, and Mr. 
SNYDER. We have worked through this 
amendment, and we have not been 
able to reach agreement. I admire the 
spirit in which the chairman and the 

ranking members have worked with 
me. We have tried hard to find ground 
for agreement but have not. 

So I think it is important to bring it 
to the body. It is painful to break with 
my committee, particularly such a fine 
committee, but I think the policy 
issues are significant and should be 
aired. 

This is an amendment to give every 
State at least 85-percent, or as close to 
that as we can come to the amount of 
dollars that they put into the trust 
fund. 

In 1982 the highway bill was passed 
that included a provision that was in 
fact necessary for its passage at that 
time that provided that every State 
would get 85-percent return on its dol
lars. 

That was the philosophy of this 
House, clearly espoused at that time. 

It was adopted by this House. 
Mr. Chairman, it was not generally 

realized, as I have been checking 
around, that the actual mathematical 
computation that was written into the 
law did not include the discretionary 
component of the spending. Now, that 
was not so significant in those times, 
but it has become increasingly signifi
cant as a larger and larger part of the 
highway funds are going for discre
tionary spending as opposed to simple 
formula spending. 

What are these discretionary spend
ing items that are growing and are 
therefore driving down the 85-percent 
number because it is not included? 
These are such things as demonstra
tion projects in this new bill, and they 
are very valuable projects. Now, I do 
not disparage them, I just enumerate 
what they are. That adds up to $231 
million in this bill. Contrast that if 
you will with only $75 million in the 
current law, more than a 31/z-fold in
crease. 

Interstate discretionary, another 
very large, important as it be, but a 
very large and growing component, in 
this bill, $300 million. 

Bridge discretionary, $300 million, 
other discretionary programs $420 mil
lion, for a total exceeding 
$1,250,000,000. 

Over 11 percent of the bill. 
Now, these are good programs, that 

is not the issue. The issue is, should 
they be counted when we compute the 
total computation to determine that 
the States have their 85 percent 
money? I believe they should be. My 
amendment would go a long way to 
doing that, although it would not go 
all the way because we still would ex
clude the emergency relief funds 
which are, after all, unplanned and are 
hardship moneys and, in my judg
ment, should not be included. 

We also, out of deference for the 
concerns raised by my subcommittee 
chairman, Mr. ANDERSON, and I know 
the concern shared by others, I think 
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Mr. SHUSTER, we have also excluded 
from our calculation the interstate dis
cretionary funds. Those are not 
touched at all. That is also an attempt 
to reach some compromise. 

But what does the current formula 
do? The current formula that does in 
fact exclude all of the discretionary 
programs produces a very unfair net 
result within this country. 

The great disparity that this pro· 
duces ranges from $4.60 per dollar put 
in for some States, down to 63 cents 
per· dollar put in for the other States, 
hardly a fair distribution. 

For example, Arkansas, for those of 
you who are listening from Arkansas, 
gets 66 cents on the dollar for every 
dollar put in; Texas gets only 70 cents 
for every dollar put in; North Caroli
na, 73 cents for every dollar you put 
in; South Carolina, 78 cents for every 
dollar you put in; New Mexico, 76 
cents; Missouri, 77; Maine, 63; Indiana, 
66; California, 81 cents; Georgia, 81 
cents; Delaware, 81 cents; Mississippi, 
75 cents; Ohio, 74 cents; Tennessee, 83 
cents. These are not the kind of distri
butions that were envisaged when the 
highway bill of 1982 was passed. 

Yet these are the distributions 
which the current law provides for be
cause we do not count the discretion
ary spending when calculating the for
mulas. 

Let me contrast those numbers with 
these: Rhode Island, $2.49 for every 
dollar they put in; Alaska, $4.06 for 
every dollar they put in; Connecticut, 
$2.06, Mr. Chairman, for every dollar 
they put in. Hawaii breaks the bank at 
$4.60. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. MooDY] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. MOODY 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Chairman, Hawaii 
receives $4.60 for every dollar it puts 
in. I do not think they should not get 
money, they should. But should the 
disparity be this enormous? Sixty
three cents to $4.60. I think that is a 
disparity in the allocations of the for
mula. 

The situation is so imbalanced that 
the Transportation Committee of the 
National Governors Conference, which 
was made up of a cross section of Gov
ernors from all sections of the coun
try, not just the States that might 
benefit, passed, on a strong 2-to-1 ma
jority, a resolution supporting a turn
back. A turnback will be to take all the 
money and let the States collect it and 
divide it themselves. I am not for that, 
but the situation is coming to the 
point where States are going to seri
ously consider asking their delegations 
in Washington through their Gover
nors to move to a turnback situation. 
We cannot continue to be so unfair to 
some of the States in this Nation. This 
amendment does not give States 100 

cents on the dollar, it does not give 
them 95 cents on the dollar, not even 
90 cents on the dollar, it does not even 
give them 85 cents on the dollar but it 
moves it closer than current law. 

I think we should move closer to the 
1982 pledge of 85 percent by including 
most of the discretionary spending in 
the calculation of the formula. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word, and I rise 
in reluctant opposition to the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise not only on 
behalf of myself but on behalf of the 
bipartisan leadership of our committee 
in opposition to this amendment, for 
several reasons. 

First of all, we addressed this issue 
in committee, the 85-percent issue, in 
a slightly different form and over
whelmingly defeated it. This formula 
brought to the floor today, however, is 
significantly different. However, it is 
also quite complex. We believe in the 
committee that we should not at the 
last minute accept this, and indeed we 
are prepared not to reject it either. We 
are hopeful that the gentleman will 
withdraw the amendment after fur
ther discussion. We will have an op
portunity to study it further because 
we recognize that when we go to con
ference, there will be in the confer
ence debate and negotiation with 
regard to the 85 percent because the 
distinguished Senator from Texas 
[Mr. BENTSEN] has been a leader in 
this fight for the 85-percent allocation 
on behalf of the other body. We recog
nize we are going to have to deal with 
this issue and we are going to have to 
work out some sort of compromise. 

So on behalf 'of our committee lead
ership, I am authorized to say that we 
are prepared to deal with this issue in 
conference. We believe it is very im
portant, however, that we not accept 
this last-minute proposal here on the 
floor today. So if we are required to 
vote on it, then the committee will ask 
for a "no" vote. 

One final thing, Mr. Chairman, and 
that is that when we talk about the 
85-percent allocation, it is quite mis
leading to look at any particular year 
and say that a State only received 82 
cents on the dollar or 96 cents on the 
dollar or whatever it may be and then 
imply by that that one should make a 
judgment as to the essential fairness 
of what that State has received. And 
why is it unfair to make that kind of a 
leap in judgment? For two reasons. 
The first reason is because the funda
mental principle behind the Federal
aid highway system is that the money 
should flow to the areas where the 
greatest need exists. 

So if one State in my particular area 
gets more money than another, it is 
because a decision has been made that 
this is a Federal system, not just a 
State system and that is how the 
money should be allocated. But 

beyond that and equally significant, it 
is totally unfair to talk in terms of 
what a State receives in a given year 
and extrapolate that into a judgment 
on the long-term fairness. I take, for 
example, a very specific example 
which the gentleman mentioned; that 
is Arkansas. He referred to Arkansas 
receiving substantially less than $1 for 
every dollar that the people of Arkan
sas put into the trust fund, and that is 
true. 

Last year according to the highway 
statistics published by the Federal 
Highway Department, last year Ar
kansas received only 94 cents out of 
every dollar they put in. But get this: 
since the beginning of the Federal-aid 
highway program, Arkansas has re
ceived $1.03 for every dollar they put 
in. So I suppose if we want to really be 
fair, we should take some more money 
a way from Iowa and from Arkansas. 
We are certainly not proposing that 
but we are saying that it is very mis
leading to simply look at a statistic for 
a particular year. 

With those arguments, and on 
behalf of the bipartisan leadership of 
our committee, I would respectfully 
ask my good friend to consider with
drawing his amendment at this point 
with the assurance that we must deal 
with it in conference, and if he should 
not be so inclined, then I would urge a 
def eat of the amendment. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise in support of the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, the previous speaker 
is correct, this is a Federal system. We 
are a nation and we should be able to 
work out certain arrangements so 
that, while one State may gain on a 
given program, another State may lose 
but in the end you wind up with essen
tial justice. That is what we ought to 
do. But the fact is that is not what we 
do under this highway program. 

I have been a supporter of the high
way program for a good long time, 
going back to the days that I spent in 
the Wisconsin Legislature back in the 
1960's. I have always supported high
way construction programs at the 
State level and at the Federal level, 
and I have been a strong supporter of 
the Federal trust fund approach for 
highway construction. 

But I have to tell you that I am 
about ready to pull the plug. We have 
in our State of Wisconsin for years put 
into this fund a whole lot more than 
we have gotten out of it. 

For years we have asked for some 
reasonable adjustment in that formu
la. We got a small adjustment 4 years 
ago. At that time the general impres
sion on the House floor was that we 
would wind up with each State getting 
at least 85 percent of what they put in 
the trust fund back by way of Federal 
construction dollars. But the fact is 
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that because you have a lot of pots 
under this program, as Members know, 
it does not work out that way. 

There comes a time when you simply 
have to ask yourself whether or not it 
is in the interest of your own taxpay
ers. And there are a lot of States in 
this position. There comes a time 
when you have to ask yourselves 
whether there is any useful purpose to 
be served by continuing the Federal 
highway program. 

I have come to the judgment that I 
do not intend to vote for this bill be
cause I do not believe this amendment 
is going to be adopted today. But I 
also do not think there is going to be 
any significant adjustment on the part 
of the committee in conference or on 
the floor that will make that Highway 
Trust Fund any more just than it is 
today. 

It seems to me that for not just Wis
consin but a good many other donor 
States the time has come to ask 
whether or not we would not be a 
whole lot better off if we had simply 
let the States raise their own gas 
taxes, let the States raise their own 
motor vehicle taxes and build their 
own highways. We have got the inter
state system. It is almost through. I 
could care less if it is finished, frankly. 
I think we have most of what we need. 

I think the time has come to ask 
whether or not this is not another 
function which we should not turn 
over to the States. We have built the 
interstate network. We now essentially 
have a reconstruction problem on our 
hands, and we are not get.ting a fair 
distribution of funds out of this pro
gram. So I just for one Member want 
to indicate my support for the Moody 
amendment and to indicate that I per
sonally have no intention any longer 
of supporting the Federal highway 
program because I think it is a won
derful deal if you come from a select 
few States and a pretty lousy deal if 
you come from a State like mine. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

0 1755 
Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the amendment offered by my col
league from Wisconsin. 

In 1982 when we passed the Surface 
Transportation Act, we took a small 
step toward establishing equity in the 
allocation of highway funds. 

At that point, Wisconsin received 
back only 75 cents for every dollar its 
citizens paid into the trust funds. 

And there were other States in the 
same boat. 

As a compromise, we agreed to estab
lish the so-called 85-percent minimum 
allocation formula. 

On the surface, it seemed that Wis
consin and other donor States were 

going to get back at least 85 cents for 
every jollar their citizens paid in Fed
eral gas taxes. 

It looked good, but time has shown 
that the new formula has not ensured 
a real 85-percent return for many 
States. 

Because discretionary spending is 
not counted in the 85-percent calcula
tions, many States, including my home 
State of Wisconsin, receive less than a 
fair return from the Highway Trust 
Fund. 

The amendment before us would 
fully fund the 85-percent minimum al
location by including discretionary 
spending in the 85-percent formula. 

This will provide approximately $250 
million to donor States. 

Yet, because this amendment pro
vides the funding from moneys carried 
over from previous years, no State 
would receive less than they get under 
the current minimum allocation. 

It seems to me that it is only fair 
that States should get a return that 
more closely approximates what they 
contribute to the Highway Trust 
Fund. 

Since these trust funds are billed as 
user-fee funded, States like Wisconsin 
deserve to get their fair share. 

Almost one-third of the States are 
donor States. They subsidize the high
ways programs of other States. 

While it is possible that the needs of 
the Interstate System as a whole re
quire this kind of cross subsidy, there 
is no reason that the Highway Trust 
Fund should not be distributed as eq
uitably as possible. 

States that are not currently donor 
States should look to the future when 
they may become donor States. 

States that don't benefit directly 
from the Moody amendment should 
support it because it reduces the incen
tive for donor States to seek discretion
ary funding for demonstration 
projects. 

Nondonor States also don't stand to 
lose any funding under the proposed 
formula. 

In the interests of fairness to donor 
States I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say to my col
leagues who think they want a little 
bit more money out of the Highway 
Trust Fund, if you want more money 
from the Highway Trust Fund, the 
way to get it is to vote for the motion 
to recommit, because there is where 
the money is being held and it cannot 
be used for anything else. That will 
take care of everybody, and it will be 
used for the purposes for which the 
people of this country were taxed. 
That is the legitimate way to get more 
money out of the Highway Trust 

Fund. It is there and it cannot go into 
the debt ceiling. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. I yield to the gentle
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, is the 
gentleman suggesting that we ought 
to do an end-run around Gramm
Rudman? Is the gentleman suggesting 
that we ought to allow trust funds to 
expand moneys to outlay at whatever 
rate they would outlay even if it re
sults in a reduction in expenditures in 
other programs because of Gramm
Rudman? 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to suggest to the gentleman that I am 
not suggesting an end-run around 
Gramm-Rudman. I am suggesting a 
little bit of honesty in this place. I 
happen to think this place ought to be 
on the level. Does the gentleman see 
what I mean? 

Mr. OBEY. We passed Gramm
Rudman. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman asked the question, and I 
will answer the gentleman. I will try to 
get the gentleman more time if the 
gentleman wants to argue this now. I 
was going to get ready to the gentle
man's misconceptions that this comes 
out of 4(r) money, too, but the gentle
man got screwed up on that. 

Mr. OBEY. I did not mention 4(r). 
Mr. SNYDER. The gentleman said 

reconstruction. That is 4(r) money; 
that is not where this money comes 
from. 

Mr. OBEY. The gentleman did not 
hear what I said. 

Mr. SNYDER. Then I apologize. 
I want to tell the gentleman I am 

not suggesting an end-run. I am telling 
the gentleman that the money that is 
being held in the Highway Trust Fund 
cannot be spent for anything else. The 
law does not allow it. It is just gim
mickry on the budget to show a lesser 
deficit. When the gentleman suggests 
that that money can be spent for 
other programs, the gentleman is dead 
wrong. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, let me simply say 
that if the gentleman wants this gen
tleman to vote for the gentleman's re
commit motion or to allow any further 
expenditures out of the highway fund, 
then we should start to get a basic fair 
shake on the basic formula or this 
Member is not going to vote to allow 
any more expenditures out of the 
highway fund. 

Mr. SNYDER. The gentleman made 
his point. 

Now let me suggest that this is very 
similar to two amendments that we 
had in committee. One was a record 
vote and get two votes in favor of it, 
the other was a voice vote. 

Mr. Chairman, the 85 percent mini
mum allocation program was enacted 
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as a part of the Surface Transporta
tion Act of 1982. At that time, the 
House accepted this program, rather 
reluctantly, as a part of the compro
mise necessary to get the gasoline tax 
increase, which we needed for our 
highways. 

Prior to that time, our committee 
had opposed this proposition that any 
rrurumum allocation concept was 
proper, and they did so with good 
reason. This concept runs counter to 
building a nationwide system of high
ways. 

What this amendment does is 
expand on what is in the present law 
of 85 percent. It takes about $250 mil
lion to $300 million more out of the 
interstate construction fund, which 
means that the construction in the 
Interstate System is going to be de
layed or go on for quite some time. 

Since the whole purpose of the Fed
eral Aid Highway Program is to build 
a national network of highways, there 
are going to be donors and there are 
going to be donees. If we expect to 
have an interconnected National 
Interstate System, there are going to 
be States like California and Ohio and 
Texas that have to help the less popu
lous States with insufficient revenue 
sources to support an extensive High
way Construction Program. 

I have to say to you that if they do 
not, some of the Western States like 
perhaps Montana, Nevada, and some 
of those, they would not get enough 
money to put signs up, much less build 
their Interstate System. That is why 
we need to have the program to be as 
equitable as it is. 

It is argued that the donor States 
are not getting back their fair share of 
the revenues, that the formulas are 
wrong, that they are inequitable. Well, 
these alleged inequities are more a re
flection of the fact that we are ap
proaching completion of the Inter
state System, and fewer States are re
ceiving a bigger chunk of interstate 
construction money because of the 
fact that their interstates are further 
along in construction. 

When we finally complete the Inter
state System, I would suggest that any 
inequities would be alleviated. 

Another problem, too, and the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania alluded to 
it, is that with the minimum allocation 
program, we are inclined to look only 
at the relative position of a State in a 
particular year. 

For example, one might presume 
that because Illinois is an 85-percent 
minimum allocation State that they 
have been s:p.ortchanged over the 
years. The truth of the matter is that 
they have not been. They received 
$1.12 back for every dollar they paid 
into the trust fund, if you go back to 
the m.idf ifties when it was established, 
in 1956. 

You have to look at it over the 
whole program and not just over a 1-
year situation. 

I would say to you that it is incon
sistent with national policy to increase 
the funding in this particular pro
gram. The more appropriate way to 
address the problem, if indeed one 
exists, is to modify the apportionment 
formulas to more adequately reflect 
highway needs, not to increase the size 
of the slush fund. 

For these reasons, I believe that an 
expansion of the 85-percent minimum 
formula is not in the national interest. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
SCHUMER). The time of the gentleman 
from Ken~ucky [Mr. SNYDER] has ex
pired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. SNYDER 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. I yield to the gentle
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. I will try not to take the full 
minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to cor
rect one thing I think I heard the gen
tleman say, that this would be funded 
out of interstate construction. 

Let me clarify that that is not right, 
nor is it completely wrong, but it needs 
clarification. This amendment would 
fund out of only interstate discretion
ary money if, and only if, there was 
some left over, only after the carry
over. It would not take anything out 
of the interstate formula money. 

0 1805 
It would not take anything out of 

interstate discretionary money that 
was used up in the first 164 days of 
the year. Only if there was any left, 
unused at the end, then and only then 
would it be used. I just wanted to clari
fy that point. 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes; that is right. 
And, of course, discretionary money is 
interstate construction money. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words and I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to con
gratulate my colleague, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. MOODY], for 
bringing this cause of the floor that 
are not being treated fairly at the 
moment. 

I would also like to echo the com
ments of my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
OBEY]. I feel that the consensus that 
has been underlying many of these 
public works programs is eroding due 
to this simple unfairness. 

When I came to the floor today, I 
asked now many other States, other 
than my home State of Tennessee, 
were mistreated by the current formu-

la. A head that is wiser than stated 
that not enough States were mistreat
ed to overturn the current practice. 
That may be. The vote will tell. But I 
do feel that the consensus is eroding. I 
would urge the committee to be aware 
of this erosion and to try to repair the 
formula to make it fairer as soon as 
they possibly can so we do not face 
bigger and bigger struggles over this 
issue as the years progress. 

There are many other programs that 
have been challenged on fairness 
grounds, as the committees have been 
slow in being aware of the change in 
population of this country, the move 
of population, and the need of particu
lar areas. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I urge the com
mittee to take that into consideration. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the gentle
man from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to associate myself 
with the gentleman's remarks and say 
that a good many States can be devas
tated by this approach. The gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has 
very eloquently described the problem, 
so has the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. MOODY], as well as the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. COOPER]. 

I just want to associate myself with 
the gentleman's remarks in the hope 
that soon we can come to a resolution 
that is fair to all of us. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words, and I rise in support 
of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to associ
ate myself with the remarks of my col
leagues, first of all, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. MOODY], and the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
OBEY], as well as the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. COOPER]. 

The support for an adequately 
funded highway program is really on 
the line on whether the present for
mula, which is becoming more and 
more unfair to certain States, is per
petuated and increased or whether we 
provide a minimum guarantee of 85 
percent of the leftover discretionary 
funding. 

This is not a parochial amendment 
by those of us from Wisconsin, al
though I think we are probably 
squawking the loudest tonight because 
we get back one of the lowest returns 
on dollars sent to Washington of all of 
the 50 States. But there is a large 
number of other States whose return 
on dollars sent in through the high
way fund is getting less and less. Some 
of that is due to the accident of geog
raphy, or one has a border on an 
ocean or a lake on the side of each 
State, and some of it is due to the fact 
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that some States in this country took 
the bull by the horns and completed 
their Interstate Highway Systems sig
nificantly ahead of time. 

I remember, when I started out in 
the political business a long time ago, 
when the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. OBEY] and I served as members 
of the Wisconsin State Assembly, that 
we actually provided a State-bonded 
revenue to complete the State high
way system in our State ahead of 
schedule and then waited for the Fed
eral formula to provide enough money 
to retire those bonds. So rather than 
waiting for the Federal funds to come 
to improve the transportation and in
crease highway safety for those who 
use our roads, we put our money 
where our mouth was and used State 
funds to put the system ahead of 
schedule. As a result, Wisconsin, I be
lieve, was one of the first States in the 
entire country to complete its Inter
state Highway System. 

The fact of the matter is that in 
many States the number of interstate 
projects left, either in the formula 
funding or the discretionary funding, 
is relatively minimal because the job 
has all but been completed, and those 
States really should not be penalized 
for making their highways such a 
priority that the job did get completed 
at the present time. 

So I would hope that we would look 
at this from a long-range standpoint 
and pass the 85-percent floor which 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
MooDY] is proposing. I can tell the 
Members that if this floor is not 
passed when this bill comes up for re
authorization at whatever date it ex
pires, there will be much more opposi
tion to the continuation of an inter
state highway fund and much more 
support either for the turnback pro
posal or dealing away with the trust 
fund and letting each State levy its 
own highway taxes and spend them lo
cally rather than sending them to 
Washington and getting back the 
change. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto end in 10 minutes, with half of 
the time being controlled by the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON] and 
half by myself. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. <Mr. 
SCHUMER). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BARTON]. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and I rise in support of the Moody 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree with my dis
tinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from Kentucky, who spoke in opposi
tion, stating that we should not have 
an allocation formula that guarantees 
exact equality. 

In my State of Texas, though, it ap
pears based on some statistics I re
ceived in my office, that we get 63 per
cent of what we pay into the Highway 
Trust Fund, and I would point out to 
the Members of this body that the 
highway trust fund is supposed to be a 
user fund and there should be at least 
proportionality between what one puts 
into the fund and what one receives 
under the current allocation formula. 
But because of some of the ways the 
Department of Transportation has in
terpreted that formula, that propor
tionality is not being addressed. 

I would hope that even those States 
that perhaps receive a greater per 
capita return or a greater return than 
100 percent would say that it makes 
sense to go back to the 85 percent for
mula and at least get us close to equal
ity. In my particular State we have a 
vast amount of highways, U.S. high
ways and interstate highways. The 
system is basically complete but we 
are now at a stage where we need to 
upgrade and maintain those highways. 
Given the economic climate in my 
State, we will not be able to do that 
unless we can get a larger amount of 
money out of the trust fund. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would support 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. MooDY] and 
encourage my colleagues to do like
wise. 

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Chairman, the 
Surface Transportation Assistance Act 
of 1982 contained a provision assuring 
States that they would receive back at 
least 85 percent of their contributions 
to the Highway Trust Fund. But, be
cause discretionary spending-totaling 
over $1 billion-is not included when 
determining the 85-percent figure, 
many States, like my State of Texa.S, 
still receive less than 85 percent of our 
contributions. 

The Moody amendment before us 
today is imminently fair, because it 
would provide more money to States 
not now receiving their 85-percent 
share without taking money away 
from other States. This amendment 
would include discretionary spending 
in calculating the 85-percent minimum 
allocation. 

Leftover money from the interstate 
discretionary account-which has to
taled over $200 million in recent 
years-would provide the additional 
funds necessary to meet the expanded 
85-percent allocation. 

If no money is left over in the inter
state discretionary fund, the Moody 

amendment would not be funded. If 
insufficient money is left over in the 
interstate discretionary fund, the 85-
percent Moody formula would be 
funded as fully as the leftover funds 
allow. 

So, in no case will any State get less 
than it receives under the current allo
cation formula. · 

I want to, again, emphasize, that the 
Moody amendment does not take away 
money from any State. The Moody 
amendment provides that leftover 
interstate discretionary funds will be 
divided among the States to bring 
them closer to receiving their full 85-
percent minimum return of Highway 
Trust Fund money. 

Congress adopted an 85-percent min
imum return policy in 1982. That is, 
for every dollar a State pays into the 
Highway Trust Fund, it should receive 
at least 85 cents back. But, because 
discretionary funds were not included 
in the calculation, many States have 
never received the 85-percent mini
mum allocation which Congress 
deemed them to be entitled to receive. 

This amendment helps actually 
achieve the 85-percent minimum allo
cation goal which Congress deemed 
appropriate in 1982. I urge my col
leagues to support the Moody amend
ment. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of the amend
ment of the gentleman from Wiscon
sin. 

If there is a key to the success of 
Highway Trust Fund, it is that those 
who use our highway system are the 
same as those who pay to have it built 
and repaired. 

An effective national highway 
system has been built because the 
highway trust fund provides a flow of 
funds to States who may not be able 
to raise sufficient money in a timely 
manner to meet user needs. I support 
this concept. 

At the same time, so-called donor 
States-those States which pay more 
into the highway trust fund than they 
receive back-must be treated fairly. 

The Surface Transportation Act of 
1982 mandated that donor States 
would receive at least 85 percent of 
the funds they paid into the highway 
trust fund. 

Since it is impossible to determine 
how much revenue each State pays 
into the highway trust fund on a cur
rent basis, a formula was developed-a 
formula based -0n States' ·contributions 
and apportionments from the preced
ing year. 

However, not all of the funds dis
bursed are included when the 85-per
cent allocation is determined. 
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The current formula disregards over 

$1.25 billion in highway trust fund 
spending. The effect of this error is to 
skew the formula so that less than 85 
percent is actually paid to the donor 
States. 

This amendment offers a more accu
rate approach. It would include fund
ing for virtually all programs paid out 
of the highway trust fund-including 
discretionary programs and demon
stration projects-when computing the 
85-percent formula. 

During debate in subcommittee, this 
amendment was opposed on the 
grounds that its cost, about $250 mil
lion annually, would exceed budget 
limitations. This was a legitimate con
cern which deserved to be addressed. 

We have done that. We have found a 
way to pay for our amendment. It is a 
method of payment which is sensible 
and equitable. No State will be appor
tioned less money after enactment of 
this amendment than it would before. 
This more accurate computation of 
the Minimum Allocation will be paid 
for with funds left over in the inter
state discretionary account. In past 
years, these funds-about $300 million 
annually-have merely lapsed back to 
the trust fund. Since this money has 
already been authorized, no additional 
budget authority would be needed. No 
budget limits would be exceeded. 

Under current law, Texas' real 
return on its investment in our Na
tion's highways is about 81 percent-
81 cents out of every dollar contribut
ed to the Highway Trust Fund. Before 
the 85-percent Minimum Allocation 
formula was enacted, it was 76 per
cent. 

With this amendment, it approaches 
very closely a true 85 percent. This is 
what was originally intended in 1982. 

The heart of fiscal responsibility is 
equity. 

No one wants to continually receive 
less than their due. Some assurance of 
equity must be given. This amendment 
will give that assurance. 

Texas and other donor States will 
still pay more into the Highway Trust 
Fund than they receive back-15 cents 
out of every dollar-and all States will 
benefit form this. 

Altering the minimum allocation 
formula to assure donor States a true. 
accurate, minimum return of their 
money is fiscally responsible if the 
current structure is to be ultimately 
successful. 

This amendment will accomplish 
this, and I urge its passage. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
HOWARD] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Chairman, we 
are discussing here the distribution of 
funds by the Congress of the United 

States in one particular area. We are 
talking basically about a highway bill. 

To appreciate the fact that we have 
a Federal program to build efficient 
and safe highways all across this coun
try, you just have to look at a map to 
see where the people are and where 
the drivers are; then you look at that 
same map and you see the size of the 
separate States. 
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We are talking about States here. 

We find that there may be a differ
ence. That is all done for the common 
good of all of us. 

There is money paid by taxpayers 
from all over this country to subsidize 
milk and butter. My taxpayers pay for 
it. I do not think we get much in milk 
and butter, but some of the States do. 
I believe Wisconsin gets a great deal of 
that money that comes from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. HOW ARD. I yield briefly to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, did the 
gentleman vote for the differential 
which gave huge price increases to 
farmers in Georgia, while they cut the 
guts out of the price for farmers in 
Wisconsin? Did the gentleman vote for 
that? 

Mr. HOWARD. I presume, I would 
hope I had been voting in the national 
interest, I would say to the gentleman, 
in each case. 

Mr. OBEY. Then do you give us any 
lectures about what the gentleman 
has done for Wisconsin, if he voted for 
that amendment, because the gentle
man will be wrong. 

Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
recall my time, as long as the gentle
man is not going to be polite in the 
way he talks to me about lectures. 

Mr. Chairman, we pay a lot of 
money in general farm aid. A lot of 
the States do not get very much out of 
that, but we do not need it. In the 
farm States they do need that money. 

We find that in some areas in an in
dustrial State like New Jersey that is 
built up industrially, needs a lot of 
pollution control money, we get a 
larger share than some of the States 
that do not have that problem. Toxic 
wastes and other things, our State gets 
a great deal. 

Alaska, many, many miles, not many 
people, they get about $12 for each 
dollar they put in. 

Now we are having objections to this 
kind of a program. We are a national 
body here. People say, "We're going to 
pull out of this national highway pro
gram unless each State keeps all its 
own money," and you have excellent 
roads in some States and you have 
very poor roads in others. In my State 
of New Jersey, if we kept all the 
money we got, we are a little State, we 
do not have that many miles. We want 

good roads in New Jersey, but we also 
want good roads in every other State 
where our people drive. 

That is why I object to this kind of 
an amendment. People are going to 
pull out of the program, or there will 
be a lot of other States that want to 
pull out of the farm program, pull out 
of the space program, if we do not get 
much money, like Texas and Califor
nia get for space. 

We are the United States of Amer
ica. The word "United" is there for 
one purpose so that we can do the 
most good for all the people, not to 
have 50 different areas and levels of 
transportation, of health, of educa
tion, of a lot of other things. This pro
gram is based on the need for the 
whole country for all the people to 
drive in all the States and I hope we 
will vote down this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
MOODY]. 

The question was taken; and the 
CHAIRMAN pro tempore announced 
that the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote, and 
pending that, I make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair will count. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair
man, I withdraw my point of order of 
no quorum. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
the gentleman still demand a recorded 
vote? 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. No, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
noes have it. The amendment is reject
ed. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
engage in a colloquy with the chair
man of the subcommittee, if I might. 

I rise to oppose a provision in this 
bill that specifically refers to compen
sation for signs in North Dakota 
which were constructed after the 
Highway Beautification Act was 
passed and after waivers were signed 
by the sign company that they would 
remove these signs without compensa
tion. 

The State Highway Commissioner is 
opposed to this provision 023(d) of 
the reported bill). It has been the sub
ject of substantial litigation and con
troversy for over a decade in North 
Dakota. 

This provision was added to this bill 
without consultation with me or with 
the State of North Dakota. I think it 
is wrong and I oppose it. 

Mr. Chairman, because we are in the 
final hours of the session before the 
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recess this evening, I will not ask for a 
vote on a motion to strike this provi
sion if the chairman will consider my 
opposition to this provision as we go to 
conference and if the gentleman 
would give me some assurances that 
between now and the time this issue 
would be considered in conference 
that the gentleman would ask his staff 
to fully investigate all the history and 
facts about this issue and to consult 
with State highway authorities in 
North Dakota. 

If the chairman can give me those 
assurances I will reiterate my opposi
tion but I will not force a vote on this 
because of the lateness of the hour 
and the pending adjournment of the 
House. 

Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I 
am happy to yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to thank the gentleman for yield
ing and thank him for bringing this up 
for discussion at this time and to tell 
the gentleman that I certainly agree 
with what the gentleman states. 

As the gentleman may know, rather 
scanty information on this did come 
over from the other body. We had put 
legislation in the bill. However, I have 
already found some differences in 
what I understand the facts are and 
have been for several years in North 
Dakota concerning this situation. 

We certainly will before we go to 
conference not only have the staff 
look into the history of this situation 
here and also in North Dakota, but 
want to state that before we do go to 
conference I will be happy to discuss 
this with the gentleman from North 
Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I appreciate the chairman's 
indulgence and his assurances. 

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if my good 
friend, the gentleman from California, 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Surface Transportation, will engage in 
a colloquy with me. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am happy to 
engage in a colloquy with the gentle
man. 

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Chairman, as 
the gentleman knows, I have discussed 
with the gentleman many times my 
concern about the Artesia Freeway 
and the noise and air pollution on that 
freeway. I would appreciate if the gen
tleman could shed some light on how 
we could go about solving that prob
lem mutually. 

I yield to the gentleman from Cali
fornia. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Well, I appreciate 
the gentleman's concerns, and as he 
knows, I share them. 

Mr. DYMALL Y. Can the gentleman 
outline any features in this bill that is 
before us that might help in address
ing them? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Section 118 of the 
bill will allow any State to use 20 per
cent of its Interstate 4-R, or recon
struction money in any year on its pri
mary system, the Federal-aid system 
of which Route 91 is a part. So, this 
will allow California, at its discretion, 
to program 20 percent of its 4-R funds 
on Route 91 and other Federal-aid pri
mary routes. 

I might also point out that the 4-R 
formula is revised in this bill, and this 
change, if enacted, will bring the State 
a larger share of 4-R funds. So, these 
two provisions taken in conjunction, 
mean that the State can shift 20 per
cent of its increased 4-R share, on 
highways such as Route 91. 

I would also direct the gentleman to 
section 115, which enhances the abili
ty of a city to pay for highway im
provements, such as soundwalls, with 
increased assurances that they will be 
reimbursed by the State with Federal 
funds whenever the project rises in 
the State's transportation improve
ment plan. 

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his clarifica
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion let me 
say this. I was inspired to introduce an 
amendment recently and previous to 
that a bill, because, I was certainly im
pressed by the work my friend did on 
the Harbor Freeway and subsequently 
on the Long Beach Freeway. Both 
freeways run through the 31st District 
which I represent. I had occasion to 
think about the political genius of my 
friend having converted those two 
State routes into interstate freeways. 
It has resulted in tremendous improve
ment in the Harbor Freeway and cer
tainly I am looking forward to the im
provement that will follow on the 
Long Beach Freeway. 

I trust that with the gentleman's in
formation he will move the State and 
the cities to do something about the 
noise and air pollution on the Artesia 
Freeway. 

I thank the gentleman for his kind 
response. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate 
very much being able to engage in a 
colloquy with the gentleman from 
California. 

I would like to point out some of the 
difficulties that section 226, as amend
ed, last year or last session have cre
ated. 

Motor carriers that are in interna
tional transportation are, of course, re
quired to obtain a certificate of regis
tration from the ICC for entry into 
the United States commercial zone. It 
must be presented to the U.S. Customs 

Service upon entry. Carriers must 
meet numerous restrictions. Some of 
these restrictions in the way the stat
ute is written have caused a great deal 
of problems for many of the United 
States companies which necessarily 
have got to have transportation and 
trucking, for example, between the 
two nations, the United States and 
Mexico. 

The legislation I introduced would 
attempt to resolve some of those prob
lems while still retaining and preserv
ing the original intent of the author, 
the gentleman from California, yet at 
the same time attempts to deal with 
the very large problem that they have. 

While my bill, I have decided, might 
indeed be better worked on in the 
committee process, because I am a be
liever in that process, my question to 
the gentleman from California is 
whether or not the gentleman could 
make a commitment that his subcom
mittee would be willing to hold hear
ings no later than the beginning of the 
next session, if not before the end of 
the present session of Congress. 

I yield to the gentleman from Cali
fornia. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the gentleman's question. I 
think without any doubt we can hold 
hearings early next year. I am not 
sure we can do it at the end of this 
year, but early next year. I will give 
the gentleman my word that we will 
have hearings on this subject. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I appreciate very much the com
mitment of the gentleman from Cali
fornia. 

I wonder if the gentleman could fur
ther assure me that should the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transpor
tation report a bill amending the 
Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1984 that 
he would be willing to consult with 
myself or other Members representing 
border districts of the United States to 
consider changes in section 226 of the 
act? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I would be very 
glad to consult with my friend from 
Texas on this and all our Members 
from the border States. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman. 

I would only say that I have every 
confidence in the gentleman's commit
tee and the work of the specific sub
committee. 

I appreciate the gentleman's agree
ment and I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. I do so in 
order to engage in a colloquy with the 
distinguished chairman of the Ways 
and Means Committee, the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI]. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 
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Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. I thank the 

gentleman. I would ask the gentleman 
to engage in a brief colloquy in regard 
to the $100 million cost escalation ad
justment to Interstate Trans! er Tran
sit. 

H.R. 3129 contains a provision which 
would add $100 million to the unfund
ed balance for the Interstate Transfer 
Transit Program. It is my understand
ing that this is simply a one-time ad
justment to the cost estimate for com
pleting the Interstate Trans! er Tran
sit Program. Does the chairman agree? 

Mr. HOWARD. Yes; I agree. The 
purpose of this $100 million adjust
ment is merely to provide some mitiga
tion against the future losses of 
today's value of the Trans! er Transit 
Program balance. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Would the 
$100 million be reflected in the next 
interstate substitute cost estimate? 

Mr. HOWARD. Yes; it is intended 
that the $100 million be allocated to 
each State Transit Transfer Program 
according to the apportionment fac
tors contained in revised table 4 of 
Committee Print 99-40. This alloca
tion will then be reflected in the next 
interstate substitute cost estimate. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Will the 
$100 million for the Interstate Trans
fer Transit Program involve annual 
appropriations in addition to and sepa
rate from current appropriations? 

Mr. HOW ARD. No; it is intended 
that the current appropriation process 
for Interstate Trans! er Transit will 
continue under the new authorization 
as specified in section 307 of the bill. 
Section 307 provides for the appropria
tion of such sums as may be necessary 
'to fund the cost to complete all substi
tute projects by the end of 1991 in
cluding the additional $100 million. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair
man, I appreciate this clarification. 

D 1830 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise to review and 

revisit a discussion which I had with 
the chairman of the subcommittee 
when last we considered the pending 
legislation with respect to the section 
of the bill that deals with the study re
quired of the Transportation Research 
Board, section 153, to study the bridge 
formula. 

Is it the understanding of the com
mittee that the Transportation Re
search Board, in consulting with 
motor truck manufacturers, should 
evaluate whether the formula results 
in an unfavorable location of the front 
steering axle? And that the report 
should address whether there are any 
influences restricting vehicle maneu
verability, truck ride quality, safe 
entry and egress, and access by opera
tors? If there are such influences, is it 
the committee's intention that the 
TRB include among the alternatives 

reported under section 153<c><2><C> 
any feasible and prudent remedies 
concerning the location of the front 
steering axle? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I concur with the 
views of my friend, the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op
position to the amendment of Mr. WAXMAN, 
which would prohibit the Secretary of Trans
portation from entering into any contract with 
the Southern California Rapid Transit District 
until a supplemental environmental impact 
statement is completed, and until Congress 
approves such a contract. 

This amendment passed with my support 
earlier in this debate; I am pleased that we will 
be revisiting this issue today. Having studied 
this issue carefully in recent days, and review
ing the debate held earlier on this issue I am 
struck by the wide support for the proposed 
rail transit system from among the elected 
representatives from Los Angeles and Califor
nia. This project is supported by the Los An
geles City Council, the Los Angeles County 
Board of Supervisors, Mayor Bradley, Gover
nor Deukmejian, the majority of the diverse 
California House delegation, and its two Sena
tors. 

Most importantly, the citizens of the area 
support the Los Angeles Metro Rail project. 
They demonstrated their support by voting for 
a special one-half cent increase in the county 
sales tax, a portion of which was dedicated to 
funding the transit system. 

Over $400 million in State funds will be ap
propriated for the project as well. In fact, fully 
45 percent of the cost of construction of the 
system, twice the required amount, is to come 
from non-Federal sources. An analysis per
formed by the Urban Mass Transportation Ad
ministration [UMTA] concluded that the Los 
Angeles Metro Rail project is the most cost
effective proposed subway in the country. 

On the Federal level, this project enjoys the 
strong support of the House Public Works and 
Transportation Committee, on which I formerly 
sat, and which has ably addressed the trans
portation and infrastructure needs of our 
country for many years. The Congress has 
voted three times in favor of funding this met
rorail. Even the Reagan administration favors 
building this addition to the Nation's public 
transit system. Just a few weeks ago, the De
partment of Transportation announced that an 
agreement had been reached to sign a fund
ing contract with the Southern California 
Rapid Transit District [SCRTD] for construc
tion of the first segment of the metrorail. 

Clearly strong and varied support for this 
project has been demonstrated. Even so, I 
would oppose beginning construction if I 
thought that conditions existed which might 
potentially cause harm to the workers building 
the system or the general public. I am satis
fied that that is not the case. 

This metrorail has rightly undergone ex
haustive and independent safety investiga
tions. Indeed, UMTA has stated that no pro-

ject in its history has undergone a more thor
ough environmental process. The Los Angeles 
Metro Rail has passed every test. UMT A spe
cifically stated that the supplemental environ
mental impact statement called for in this 
amendment need not be prepared. 

Mr. Chairman, the city of Los Angeles is 
clearly in need of a rail transit system. Its traf
fic congestion and poor air quality are already 
notorious. In future years, the need will 
become even more acute. By the year 2000, a 
population equal to my own city of Houston 
will have been added to Los Angeles. This 
metrorail project has been duly scrutinized; 
safety concerns have been properly ad
dressed. It is cost-effective and is supported 
by the people of the area and local, State, 
and Federal elected officials. This project 
should go forward. I hope on the separate 
vote of the Waxman amendment it will be de
feated. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of H.R., 3129, the Surface Transporta
tion and Uniform Relocation Act of 1986. This 
legislation is of great importance to the State 
of West Virginia as it extends authorizations 
for highways, highway safety, and mass trans
portation for fiscal year 1987-fiscal year 1991. 

Under title I, the Highway Trust Fund is au
thorized at a level of $13.9 billion for each 
year through fiscal year 1991. Funds are au
thorized through fiscal year 1993 to complete 
the Interstate System. Also included is the ap
proval of the interstate cost estimate and the 
interstate substitute cost estimate. The Bridge 
Discretionary Program is increased to provide 
additional funding for high-cost bridge 
projects. 

Title II of the bill contains requirements to 
encourage and enhance this Nation's much 
needed highway safety programs. Included 
are safety belt and alcohol incentive grant 
programs and the recognition of the continued 
importance of the 55 mile-per-hour speed 
limit. 

Title Ill authorizes funding for various mass 
transportation programs funded from the mass 
transit account of the Highway Trust Fund. 
Under the formula and block grant assistance 
programs, these funds will be available to 
transit authorities such as the Tri-State Transit 
Authority in my district which provides invalu
able public transportation services to the 
people in the Huntington area. 

One of the provisions of the bill which I 
strongly support permits State and local gov
ernments, when awarding federally assisted 
highway projects, to establish limits on the 
award of contracts to enterprises which con
duct business in South Africa. I also applaud 
the bill's requirement that cement used in 
highway and mass transit projects which re
ceive Federal aid must be made in the United 
States and the provisions which increases the 
domestic content requirement for transit vehi
cles acquired under the Urban Mass Transit 
Act from 50 to 85 percent. 

A provision of H.R. 3129, which I authored 
in the Public Works Committee, authorizes 
$17.6 million for the construction of the New 
River Parkway which will run through the New 
River Gorge in southern West Virginia. It is my 
hope that the parkway will promote recreation 
and tourism, as well as economic and industri-
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al development in the southern region of my 
State and thereby provide a much needed 
boost to the economy of this area as we work 
to diversify and expand the economic base of 
the State. 

The bill contains a total of $94.5 million in 
funds for West Virginia's road construction 
and maintenance program. Included is $9.7 
million in interstate construction funding and 
$16.8 for interstate maintenance work, as well 
as $62 million for work on rural roads and 
bridges. 

Again Mr. Chairman, I strongly support H.R. 
3129 and urge its passage. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I would 
first like to congratulate my colleagues on the 
House Public Works and Transportation Com
mittee for drafting a fine piece of legislation to 
reauthorize our Nation's highway transporta
tion programs. 

I am especially proud to support the pas
sage of this legislation as it contains a provi
sion which is derived from legislation I intro
duced this session of Congress. This provision 
seeks to ease the burdens and barriers many 
disabled people face everyday-finding handi
capped parking spaces. 

Too many handicapped drivers around the 
Nation find that interstate transportation is a 
nightmare. Many States refuse to recognize 
the handicapped parking stickers of other 
States. Thousands of handicapped persons 
are ticketed each year because they park in a 
handicapped parking place in a State in which 
they do not reside. 

Ruby Degiovanni, a constituent of mine 
from Middletown, CT, originally brought this 
difficulty to my attention when she and other 
handicapped persons in eastern Connecticut 
received parking tickets when they went to 
the doctor or went shopping in neighboring 
Massachusetts. As I looked into this problem 
further, I discovered that Ruby Degiovanni's 
parking tickets were not an isolated incident: 
Thousands of handicapped persons nation
wide receive tickets when they travel to an
other State and attempt to park in a specially 
designated parking space. 

If an individual is handicapped in one State, 
he or she is handicapped in all States. States 
that deny out-of-State handicapped persons 
the privilege of parking close to a building 
need to be told that this harassment of handi
capped persons is unacceptable. Our Nation 
has made tremendous strides in recent years 
to tear down the barriers to the free travel of 
handicapped persons, and I feel that my legis
lation will ensure that this progress continues. 

This amendment not only asks the Secre
tary of Transportation to study the question of 
establishing parking privileges for handi
capped persons which are granted to all 
handicapped persons regardless of State resi
dency, but also requires the Secretary, upon 
determination of the extent of this problem, to 
draft a uniform State law to rectify this inequi
table situation. This law will be submitted to all 
States and to Congress for consideration and 
action. 

By further requiring the Secretary to annual
ly report to Congress on the extent to which 
each State has adopted the proposed uniform 
State law, Congress will be able to monitor 
the effectiveness of this amendment and de-

termine whether further, more stringent, action 
is required. 

Reciprocal recognition of handicapped park
ing stickers is long overdue. I am pleased that 
my colleagues on the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee took action on my 
legislation and moved to put an end to this 
senseless situation. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to thank Mr. HOWARD, chairman of the 
Committee on Public Works and Transporta
tion and the ranking minority member of that 
committee, Mr. SHUSTER, for their support and 
assistance in incorporating into H.R. 3129, the 
Surface Transportation and Uniform Reloca
tion Assistance Act of 1986, the provisions of 
H.R. 4408, legislation I introduced on March 
13, 1986. 

Basically, this section would amend the 
Interstate Compact existing between the State 
of New Jersey and the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania to allow the Delaware River 
Joint Toll Bridge Commission to use the tolls 
collected on its revenue generating bridges for 
expenses incurred on other bridges under its 
jurisdiction. In other words, the commission 
would assume full financial responsibility for 
the operation and maintenance of all bridges 
under its control, including a group of bridges 
which previously have been supported by 
State appropriations. The net effect of this 
legislation will be to relieve the States of a fi
nancial burden, thereby making the commis
sion the single agency responsible for these 
bridges. 

In addition, this section would allow the 
Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission 
to continue tolls on the Delaware Water Gap 
Bridge on Interstate 80 and to impose tolls on 
the yet uncompleted bridge under construction 
on I-78. The imposition of tolls on this new 
bridge would only last until the commission is 
able to recover the funds it expends on this 
bridge. 

Mr. Chairman, these provisions have been 
approved by the New Jersey Department of 
Transportation, Penn DOT and U.S. DOT. This 
legislation is extremely important to both New 
Jersey and Pennsylvania and again, I want to 
thank Mr. HOWARD and Mr. SHUSTER for their 
support. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
CARPER). If there are no further 
amendments, the amendment adding a 
new title V to the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute rec
ommended by the Committee on Ways 
and Means printed in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD of July 23, 1986, is con
sidered as having been adopted, and 
no further amendment is in order. 

The text of the amendment as print
ed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
July 23, 1986, ref erred to above, 
adding a new title V to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substi
tute, is as follows: 

At the end of title IV of the bill insert the 
following new title: 

TITLE V-HIGHWAY REVENUE ACT OF 
1986 

SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Highway 

Revenue Act of 1986". 

SEC. 502. 5-YEAR EXTENSION <W HIGHWAY TRUST 
FUND TAXES AND RELATED EXEMP
TIONS. 

(a) EXTENSION OF TAXES.-The following 
provisions of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 are each amended by striking out 
" 1988" each place it appears and inserting 
in lieu thereof " 1993": 

O> Section 4041(a)(3) <relating to special 
fuels tax >. 

<2> Section 4051<c> <relating to tax on 
heavy trucks and trailers sold at retail>. 

(3) Section 407l<d> <relating to tax on 
tires and tread rubber>. 

(4) Section 4081(b) <relating to gasoline 
tax). 

<5> Sections 4481(e), 4482<c><4>, and 
4482<d> <relating to highway use tax>. 

(b) EXTENSION OF EXEMPTIONS, ETc.-The 
following provisions of the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954 are each amended by 
striking out " 1988" each place it appears 
and inserting in lieu thereof " 1993": 

(1) Section 4041(b)(2)(C) <relating to 
qualified methanol and ethanol fuel>. 

<2> Section 4041<f)(3) <relating to exemp
tion for farm use>. 

(3) Section 4041(g) <relating to other ex
emptions). 

<4> Section 4221(a) (relating to certain 
tax-free sales). 

(5) Section 4483<0 <relating to exemption 
for highway use tax). 

(6) Section 6420<h> <relating to gasoline 
used on farms). 

<7> Section 642l<h) <relating to tax on gas
oline used for certain nonhighway purposes 
or by local t ransit systems). 

(8 ) Section 6427(g)(5) <relating to advance 
repayment of increased diesel fuel tax>. 

<9> Section 6427<m> <relating to fuels not 
used for taxable purposes). 

(C) EXTENSION OF REDUCED RATES OF TAX 
ON FUELS CONTAINING ALCOHOL.-

( 1) Paragraph <3> of section 4041(k) of 
such Code <relating to fuels containing alco
hol> is amended by striking out "December 
31, 1992" and inserting in lieu thereof "Sep
tember 30, 1993" . 

<2> Paragraph <4 > of section 4081(c) of 
such Code <relating to gasoline mixed with 
alcohol) is amended by striking out " Decem
ber 31, 1992' and inserting in lieu thereof 
''September 30, 1993". 

(d) OTHER PROVISIONS.-
(1 ) FLOOR STOCKS REFUNDS.- Paragraph ( 1) 

of sect ion 6412(a ) of such Code <relating to 
floor st ocks refunds) is amended-

<A> by st riking out " 1988" each place it ap
pears and inserting in lieu thereof " 1993", 
and 

<B > by st riking out " 1989" each place it ap
pears and insert ing in lieu thereof " 1994". 

(2) INSTALLMENT PAYMENTS OF HIGHWAY 
usE TAX.-Paragraph (2) of section 6156(e) 
of such Code <relating to installment pay
ments of tax on use of highway motor vehi
cles> is amended by striking out " 1988" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "1993". 
SEC. 503. 5. YEAR EXTENSION OF HIGHWAY TRUST 

FUND. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Subsections (b), (C), and 

<e> of section 9503 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 <relating to Highway Trust 
Fund) are each amended-

(1) by striking out " 1988" each place it ap
pears and inserting in lieu thereof "1993", 
and 

(2) by striking out " 1989" each place it ap
pears and inserting in lieu thereof "1994". 

(b) EXPENDITURES FROM HIGHWAY TRUST 
FUND.-Paragraph (1) of section 9503<c> of 
such Code <relating to expenditures from 
Highway Trust Fund> is amended by strik-
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ing out "or" at the end of subparagraph CB) 
and by striking out subparagraph CC) and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

"(C) authorized to be paid out of the 
Highway Trust Fund under the Surface 
Transportation and Uniform Relocation As
sistance Act of 1986, or 

"CD) hereafter authorized by a law which 
does not authorize the expenditure out of 
the Highway Trust Fund of any amount for 
a general purpose not covered by subpara
graph <A), CB), or CC) as in effect on Decem
ber 31, 1986." 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO LAND AND 
WATER CONSERVATION FuND.-Subsection (b) 
of section 201 of the Land and Water Con
servation Fund Act of 1965 <16 U.S.C. 4601-
11) is amended-

(!) by striking out "1988" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "1993", and 

(2) by striking out "1989" each place it ap
pears and inserting in lieu thereof "1994". 
SEC. 504. REDUCTION IN EXCISE TAX EXEMPTION 

FOR QUALIFIED METHANOL AND ETH
ANOL FUELS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subparagraph CA) of sec
tion 404l<b)(2) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 <relating to exemption for 
qualified ethanol and methanol fuels) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-ln the case of any quali
fied methanol or ethanol fuel, subsection 
(a)(2) shall be applied by substituting '3 
cents' for '9 cents'." 

(bl CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The head
ing for section 404l<b) of such Code is 
amended by striking out "ExEMPTION" the 
second place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof "REDUCTION IN TAX". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on 
January 1, 1987. 
SEC. 505. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

Cal REFUND OF ENTIRE DIESEL FuEL TAX 
WITH RESPECT TO SCHOOL BUSES.-

(1 l IN GENERAL.-Paragraph <2) of section 
6427(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 <relating to intercity, local, or school 
buses> is amended by redesignating subpara
graphs <B> and <C> as subparagraphs <C> 
and CD), respectively, and by inserting after 
subparagraph CA) the following new sub
paragraph: 

"(B) EXCEPTION FOR SCHOOL BUS TRANSPOR
TATION.-Subparagraph <A> shall not apply 
to fuel in an automobile bus while engaged 
in the transportation described in para
graph <l><Bl," 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(A) Subparagraph <A> of section 6427<c><2> 

of such Code is amended by striking out 
"subparagraph <Bl" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "subparagraphs <B> and <C>". 

<Bl The heading for subparagraph <C> of 
section 6427<b><2> of such Code, as redesig
nated by paragraph <1>. is amended by strik
ing out "ExcEPTION" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN INTRACITY 
TRANSPORTATION". 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this subsection shall take effect as 
if included in section 915 of the Tax Reform 
Act of 1984. 

(b) CERTAIN TRANSFERS FROM HIGHWAY 
TRUST FuND To BE MADE PROPORTIONATELY 
FROM MASS TRANSIT AccOUNT.-Subsection 
<e> of section 9503 of such Code <relating to 
establishment of Mass Transit Account> is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

"(5) PORTION OF CERTAIN TRANSFERS TO BE 
MADE FROM ACCOUNT.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-Transfers under para
graphs <2>. <3>. and <4> of subsection <c> 

shall be borne by the Highway Account and 
the Mass Transit Account in proportion to 
the respective revenues transferred to such 
Accounts under this section. 

"CB) HIGHWAY ACCOUNT.-For purposes of 
subparagraph <A>. the term 'Highway Ac
count' means the portion of the Highway 
Trust Fund which is not the Mass Transit 
Account." 
SEC. 506. STUDY OF COLLECTION 01<' GASOLINE 

AND OTHER FEDERAL EXCISE TAXES. 
<a> IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of the 

Treasury or his delegate shall, after consul
tation with the Department of Justice, the 
Federal Highway Administration, State tax 
administration, and industry representa
tives, prepare a report on the extent to 
which the Federal excise taxes on gasoline 
are being evaded. Such report shall in
clude-

<1> an assessment of administrative op
tions and proposals <including enhanced en
forcement and examination efforts> and leg
islative changes which may be appropriate, 
and 

<2> comprehensive information on the 
extent to which other Federal excise taxes 
<including other fuel taxes, taxes on tobacco 
products, and taxes on alcoholic beverages> 
are being evaded or not collected. 

Cb> SUBMISSION.-The report under subsec
tion <a> shall be submitted to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Fi
nance of the Senate-

(1) not later than October 1, 1986, with re
spect to the portion of the report relating to 
Federal excise taxes on gasoline, and 

<2> not later than December 31, 1986, with 
respect to the other portions of such report. 

Amend the table of contents of the bill by 
adding the following after the items relat
ing to title IV: 
TITLE V-HIGHWAY REVENUE ACT OF 

1986 
Sec. 501. Short title. 
Sec. 502. 5-year extension of Highway Trust 

Fund taxes and related exemp
tions. 

Sec. 503. 5-year extension of Highway Trust 
Fund. 

Sec. 504. Reduction in excise tax exemption 
for qualified methanol and eth
anol fuels. 

Sec. 505. Technical corrections. 
Sec. 506. Study of collection of gasoline and 

other Federal excise taxes. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is in the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute, as 
amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, 
was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. 
Under the rule, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore <Mr. 
SMITH of Florida) having assumed the 
chair, Mr. CARPER, Chairman pro tem
pore of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union, re
ported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill <H.R. 
3129) to authorize funds for construc
tion of highways, for highway safety 
programs, and for mass transportation 
programs, to expand and improve the 
relocation assistance program, and for 
other purposes, pursuant to House 
Resolution 513, he reported the bill 

back to the House with an amendment 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 513, 
an amendment to the amendment 
adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole adding a new title V recom
mended by the Committee on Ways 
and Means, printed in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD of July 23, 1986, is con
sidered as having been adopted. 

<For text of amendment, see pro
ceedings in the Committee of the 
Whole of today just prior to the Com
mittee rising.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a 
separate vote demanded on any other 
amendment to the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand a separate vote on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
California CMr. WAXMAN] which 
begins on page 240, line 8, and which 
relates to the Los Angeles Metro Rail 
Project. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a 
separate vote demanded on any other 
amendment? 

The Clerk will report the amend
ment on which a separate vote has 
been demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment: Page 240, strike line 8 and all 

that follows through line 3 on page 241 and 
insert: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary shall not enter int.a any 
contract with the Southern California 
Rapid Transit District to fund construction 
of the Minimum Operable Segment-1 until 
completion of a supplemental environmen
tal impact statement for the entire Down
town Los Angeles to the San Fernando 
Valley Metro Rail Project and until such 
construction is authorized by an Act of Con
gress enacted after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

Mr. HOW ARD <during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
object to the vote on the ground that 
a quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 



22118 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE August 15, 1986 
0 1855 The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-yeas 153, nays 
231, not voting 47, as follows: 

Armey 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Berman 
Bilirakis 
Boehlert 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Carney 
Carper 
Chandler 
Cheney 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Daub 
de la Garza 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
DioGuardi 
Dorgan<ND> 
Downey 
Eckart <OH> 
Eckert<NY> 
Edwards <OK> 
English 
Evans <IL> 
Feighan 
Fiedler 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Glickman 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Green 
Gregg 
Hall, Ralph 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Archer 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Badham 
Barna.rd 
Barnes 
Bateman 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Billey 
Boggs 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boulter 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown<CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 

[Roll No. 3591 
YEAS-153 

Hansen 
Hendon 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hiler 
Hubbard 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jones <TN> 
Kasi ch 
Kennelly 
Kindness 
Kleczka 
Kostmayer 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Leach <IA> 
Levin <MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Livingston 
Loeffler 
Long 
Luken 
Lungren 
Mack 
Mac Kay 
Madigan 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin <IL> 
Mazzoli 
McCain 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McKeman 
McKinney 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mikulski 
Miller<OH> 
Miller<WA> 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Morrison <WA> 
Neal 
Nielson 
Oakar 
Penny 
Pepper 
Petri 
Pursell 
Regula 

NAYS-231 
Byron 
Callahan 
Carr 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Coyne 
Daniel 
Darden 
Daschle 
Davis 
De Lay 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doman<CA> 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Emerson 
Fascell 

Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rowland <GA> 
Russo 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schuette 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Slattery 
Smith <FL> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Stump 
Synar 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Walker 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber 
Weiss 
Whittaker 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 

Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields 
Fish 
Ford<TN> 
Franklin 
Gallo 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Gonzalez 
Gray <IL> 
Gray<PA> 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall<OH> 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Holt 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 

Kanjorski 
Kastenmeier 
Kemp 
Kil dee 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Latta 
Leath <TX> 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman <FL> 
Leland 
Lent 
Lewis <CA> 
Lewis <FL> 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Lott 
Lowery <CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Lujan 
Lundine 
Manton 
Martin <NY> 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
McColl um 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller <CA> 
Mineta 
Mitchell 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Monson 
Moorhead 
Mrazek 

Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Pease 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Seiberling 
Shaw 
Shuster 

Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith <IA> 
Snyder 
Spence 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stange land 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strang 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Swindall 
Tallon 
Taylor 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waldon 
Watkins 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wright 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<MO> 

NOT VOTING-47 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Bedell 
Boland 
Boucher 
Breaux 
Burton <CA> 
Campbell 
Chappie 
Conyers 
Crockett 
Dannemeyer 
Donnelly 
Dowdy 
Erdreich 
Evans <IA> 

Flippo 
Ford <MI> 
Fowler 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Grotberg 
Hartnett 
Hatcher 
Hillis 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Jones <OK> 
Kaptur 
Martinez 

0 1840 

McCandless 
Moakley 
Moore 
Morrison <CT> 
Rose 
Rudd 
Spratt 
Stallings 
Studds 
Thomas <CA> 
Traxler 
Udall 
Whitehurst 
Young <FL> 
Zschau 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Martinez for, with Mr. Moakley 

against. 
Messrs. DENNY SMITH, SCHAE

FER, and LOEFFLER changed their 
votes from "nay" to "yea." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

SMITH of Florida). The question is on 
the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, 
was agreed to. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read 
the third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. MC 
EWEN 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, on 
behalf of the chairman of the full 
committee and the ranking members, I 
off er a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. McEWEN. I am, in its present 
form, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. McEWEN moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 3129 to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation with instructions 
to report back the same forthwith with the 
following amendment: 

At the end of the bill add the following 
new title: 
SEC. - . AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS. 

The receipts and disbursements of the 
Highway Trust Fund provided by this Act 
or existing law shall be available to carry 
out the programs, projects, activities, and 
purposes of this Act or existing law; provid
ed that, effective October 1, 1987, no such 
receipts and disbursements shall be avail
able for inclusion in-

<1 > the totals of the budget of the U.S. 
Government as submitted by the President; 

<2> the congressional budget; 
<3> any general budget limitation imposed 

by statute on expenditures and net lending 
<budget outlays> of the U.S. Government; 

<4> any order cancelling budget authority 
or reducing obligation limitations; or 

<5> any reconciliation bill or resolution, 
provided further that, nothing in this sec
tion shall alter the rules or procedures of 
the House of Represenatives or alter the 
current treatment of such receipts and dis
bursements in calculating the deficit or 
excess deficit for purposes of comparison 
with any maximum deficit provided by law. 

Mr. McEWEN <during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the motion to recommit be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Ohio CMr. McEWEN] 
is recognized for 5 minutes in support 
of his motion to recommit. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, the motion proposes to 
take the highway trust fund, and 
make it honest by October 1 of next 
year. It does not change the rules or 
procedures of the House of Represent
atives; the current treatment of the 
highway trust fund, receipts and dis
bursements, in calculating the deficit 
under Gramm-Rudman; or the role or 
the responsibility of the Committee on 
Appropriations or of the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

It does provide that these receipts 
and disbursements shall be available 
for inclusion in the President's budget, 
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the congressional budget, or sequestra
tion. 

We believe that this is being honest 
with the American people. Highway 
trust fund spending is generated ex
clusively by fees levied on transporta
tion users; may be used exclusively for 
that purpose. It is administered sepa
rately from the general funds of the 
Treasury. It has absolutely no impact 
on the tremendous, monstrous deficit 
confronting this country. 

Yet there are those at OMB who 
would like to hold down these under 
the guise of maintaining a lower defi
cit. 

Mr. Speaker, we should not try to 
fool the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle
man from New Jersey CMr. HOWARD], 
the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the motion to take the 
highway trust fund off budget. 

I think it is important that we· un
derstand what is before us today. 
Taking the highway trust fund off 
budget is not a Public Works Commit
tee issue, a JIM HOWARD issue or an us 
versus them issue. It is an American 
people's issue. As such, it should tran
scend politics and committee jurisdic
tions. The focus should be on the 
American people and not Congress, for 
it is they, not the institution, who are 
being victimized. 

No doubt you will hear people attack 
this motion. Some will argue that 
taking the highway trust fund off 
budget will result in greater cuts in 
other transportation programs; that 
doing so will result in drastic increases 
in across-the-board cuts under 
Gramm-Rudman; and that this would 
set a precedent for taking other trust 
funds off budget. 

At the least, these assertions are ex
aggerations; at the most, they are 
wrong. 

Taking the highway trust fund off 
budget does not necessarily mean cuts 
in other transportation programs just 
like taking Social Security off budget 
last year did not result in automatic 
cuts this year in other income security 
programs. 

In addition, some are alleging that 
taking the highway trust fund off 
budget would result in millions of dol
lars of extra sequestration cuts in the 
areas of farm price support, health, 
education and housing. This is mis
leading. First of all, nothing would 
change for fiscal year 1987 since the 
motion is effective beginning in fiscal 
year 1988. Second, these figures are 
exaggerated since they include fund
ing for safety net programs currently 
exempt from Gramm-Rudman and not 
affected by this motion. Third, they 
are wrong because they address all 
transportation trust funds while the 
motion only goes to the highway trust 
fund. And fourth, they distort the 
truth by failing to point out that what 

we are really talking about involves 
hundreds of thousands of programs 
and activities whose funding would be 
impacted only minimally, if at all, by 
this action. 

Mr. Speaker, what we are proposing 
here would not set a precedent. We are 
not simply talking about trust funds 
but a user-fee financed trust fund 
whose programs receive no general 
fund appropriations. Other than 
Social Security and the aviation trust 
fund, the highway trust fund is the 
only one that fits this definition. 

Finally, as the gentleman stated, 
this motion does not change the rules 
or procedures of the House or the cur
rent treatment of the highway trust 
fund receipts and disbursements in 
calculating the deficit under Gramm
Rudman. 

This is not budget gimmickry. It will 
not open the flood gates. And, it is not 
a question of haves and have-nots. 
Rather, it is good public policy based 
upon truth in budgeting. 

Unfortunately, the parliamentary 
situation has forced us to pursue this 
issue in this fashion. However, the 
merits must override the procedures 
and I urge an "aye" vote on the 
motion. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the ranking member of the Subcom
mittee on Surface Transportation, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania CMr. 
SHUSTER]. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, we are 
asking on a bipartisan basis for an 
"aye" vote on this motion to recom
mit. Your constituents are paying tax 
dollars, highway user dollars, into the 
trust fund, and over $6 billion in sur
pluses has built up. That money 
should be spent for the purpose that 
your constituents paid it. 

So we are asking, on a bipartisan 
basis, for you to vote in favor of this 
motion to move the Highway Trust 
Fund off budget. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. RITTER]. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of Mr. McEWEN's motion to 
recommit with instructions. The 
motion would result in increased fund
ing for needed highway projects across 
this country. I request unanimous con
sent to include at this point, for each 
State, the highway funds in excess of 
obligational authority. Mr. McEWEN's 
proposal if adopted will prevent the 
even greater buildup of unobligated 
funds that will continue to occur. 

This is the best way we can address 
the problem of our deteriorating infra
structure of roads and bridges. N eces
sary maintenance and completion of 
infrastructure projects uses enormous 
amounts of steel, cement, and basic in
dustrial/manufactured products. 
We've been losing jobs in those indus
tries and we all know our roads and 
bridges are in desperate need of repair. 

This motion to recommit offers the fi
nancing mechanism to do the job. 

Without this action, your State and 
my State will not be allowed to obli
gate at a rate that equals their high
way apportionment. In Pennsylvania 
for example the federally mandated 
obligation ceiling versus its apportion
ment was only 93 cents on the dollar 
in 1985 and 84 cents on the dollar in 
1986. Pennsylvania now has an unobli
gated balance of at least $363 million 
because of the low mandated obliga
tion ceilings. 

Do you know what the balance is for 
your own State? If you read my dear 
colleague this morning, you would 
know. 

To remedy this situation, I urge my 
colleagues to support the McEwen 
motion which will virtually eliminate 
that buildup of unobligated funds, in 
the Highway Trust Fund, by the end 
of fiscal year 1990. By going through 
the appropriation process each year, 
reasonable ·reserves against unexpect
ed obligations would be provided. The 
current reserve of over $10 billion is 
not reasonable. 

The need for these funds is great in 
this country. The Nation has invested 
over $100 billion in the Interstate 
Highway System which is 86 percent 
complete. It is sad to let this invest
ment fall into disrepair, but that is ex
actly what is happening. 

Mr. McEwEN's motion would also 
stimulate the economy. For example, a 
study by the Pennsylvania Economy 
League, found that 104 jobs are sup
ported by every $1 million of highway 
construction. The increase therefore 
would provide an additional 8,500 jobs 
in Pennsylvania annually and 187,200 
nationally. 

In addition, data from the Federal 
Highway Administration, shows that 
for every $1 million of Federal money 
spent, 121 tons of steel and 560 tons of 
cement are used in highway construc
tion. If we were able to use the un
spent balance, we would receive an 
economic and employment shot in the 
arm based on the use of more than 
5,600,000 tons of cement and 1,210,000 
tons of steel. 

Not only are the Federal highways 
and related infrastructure badly in 
need of maintenance, but it is also im
portant that we protect the moneys 
remaining in the trust fund-moneys 
which the taxpayers paid for a very 
specific purpose. User fees to support 
projects benefiting a specific user 
public make good sense and nowhere 
has this worked better for the Ameri
can people than in our Federal and 
Interstate Highway System. 

Mr. Speaker, the current policy is 
flawed and I urge my colleagues to 
correct it by supporting the McEwen 
motion. I include the table from the 
Federal Highway Administration at 
this point: 
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BACKLOGGED HIGHWAY AUTHORIZATIONS 

The Highway Trust Fund has a cash bal
ance of over $10 billion-taxes paid in good 
faith by the highway user. The recent Sur
face Transportation Assistance Acts have 
authorized, to the maximum extent possi
ble, these funds for much needed transpor
tation improvements. However, the States 
now have more than $6.6 billion in past 
highway authorizations they are unable to 
spend because limitations have been placed 
on obligation of the funds during the 
budget process. A table with a State by 
State breakdown of the $6.6 billion follows: 

Highway funds in excess of obligation 
authority 

State: Millions 
Alabama............................................ $106 
Alaska............................................... 46 
Arizona.............................................. 102 
Arkansas........................................... 62 
California......................................... 703 
Colorado ........................................... 94 
Connecticut...................................... 103 
Delaware........................................... 52 
F'lorida ........................... ................... 243 
Georgia............................................. 198 
Hawaii............................................... 131 
Idaho................................................. 42 
Illinois............................................... 107 
Indiana.............................................. 102 
Iowa................................................... 82 
Kansas.............................................. 109 
Kentucky.......................................... 92 
Louisiana.......................................... 257 
Maine................................................ 32 
Maryland.......................................... 180 
Massachusetts ................................. 275 
Michigan........................................... 107 
Minnesota......................................... 137 
Mississippi .......................... ........ ...... 86 
Missouri............................................ 106 
Montana........................................... 64 
Nebraska........................................... 43 
Nevada.............................................. 38 
New Hampshire............................... 53 
New Jersey....................................... 221 
New Mexico...................................... 42 
New York.......................................... 183 
North Carolina................................ 125 
North Dakota.................................. 23 
Ohio................................................... 254 
Oklahoma......................................... 119 
Oregon.............................................. 98 
Pennsylvania.................................... 363 
Rhode Island .......... .. ... .. ......... ......... 53 
South Carolina................................ 136 
South Dakota .................................. 46 
Tennessee......................................... 109 
Texas................................................. 365 
Utah.................................................. 67 
Vermont............................................ 51 
Virginia............................................. 151 
Washington...................................... 163 
West Virginia................................... 100 
Wisconsin ......... ................................ 83 
Wyoming.......................................... 34 
D.C., Puerto Rico, Territories....... 137 

Total .............................................. 6.675 
Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself the balance of my time. 
Mr. Speaker, very simply, we ask 

American taxpayers to give money to 
maintain their highways and their 
bridges. OMB wants to use that money 
as a savings account to purchase 
Treasury certificates. 

We believe the Congress should use 
that money to purchase highways and 
bridges and safety factors for our Na
tion's infrastructure. 

The question is, do we let OMB use 
the fund as a savings account, or do 
we, the Congress, use it? 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California CMr. FAZIO] for 5 minutes in 
opposition to the motion to recommit. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas CMr. 
BROOKS] 

0 1905 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 

opposition to this motion Management 
of the Federal budget is crucial to the 
operations of this Government and we 
cannot tolerate efforts to remove pro
grams from the mainstream of budget
ary decision making simply because 
they are funded with user fees. 

As we all know, getting control of 
the Federal budget is without a doubt 
the most urgent problem facing us 
right now. In the next few weeks, Con
gress must decide which programs to 
keep and which ones to discontinue so 
that we can meet our budget targets. 

In one word, we are talking about
priorities-budgetary priorities. We 
cannot possibly determine our true 
budget priorities if we remove pro
grams from the realm of consider
ation, prematurely declaring them to 
be more important than others pro
grams. Rather than making the pie 
from which budget cuts must be taken 
as small as it possibly can be, we 
should be working to see that it is as 
large as it can possibly be. Only if we 
have everything on the table at the 
same time, will the tough budget deci
sions facing us in the coming days and 
weeks be made as fairly as possible. 

I urge you to join with me in defeat
ing this motion. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
CMr. GRAY] chairman of the Commit
tee on the Budget. 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in strong opposition 
to this action to move the highway 
and mass transit trust funds off 
budget and exempt them from poten
tial Gramm-Rudman reductions. 

First of all, we all need to have 
access to the information about what 
is going on in the Federal budget in a 
unified way. Second, exempting these 
programs from Gramm-Rudman 
places additional pressure on the re
maining programs, education, elderly, 
and farm programs and, third, you 
should know that if you vote for this 
motion you will add $1 billion to the 
deficit in 1988, which means you will 
have to cut in the areas of farm, elder
ly, health, children, and defense. 

Vote against this motion. 
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 

the gentlewoman from Illinois CMrs. 
MARTIN]. 

Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. I hope the 
strange constellation of having a Com-

mittee on the Budget and the Commit
tee on Appropriations agree does not 
frighten other Members of the House. 
To do in a motion to recommit in 10 
minutes, to pull off budget Federal 
highway funds should be a wee ludi
crous but again it is part of the under
standable frustration of the Commit
tee on Public Works of which I was 
once a member. To do so, however, 
would be the height of fiscal irrespon
sibility and cross party lines and com
mittee turf. We should object to the 
recommital. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. DERRICK]. 

Mr. DERRICK. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

I ask you to vote "no" to take this 
trust fund off. You know, I hate to dis
agree with my good friend, Chairman 
How ARD, but I do not know any chair
man of this House who would not like 
to take a large part of what they have 
to deal with off budget. I want to tell 
you, if you want to guarantee that you 
are going to start like having your 
finger in the dike and then pull it out 
and we will be dealing with this matter 
for years and years to come and if you 
want to guarantee that we will never 
ever get an opportunity to have any 
control over the budget, if you want to 
make it very likely that we are going 
to have sequestration and you want to 
make it very likely that the deficit is 
going to be another billion dollars, you 
can vote with Chairman How ARD. But 
I would suggest that you vote "no" on 
taking the trust funds off. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Massachusetts CMr. CONTE]. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
strongly oppose this effort to take the 
transportation trust funds off-budget. 
Why in the world should we single out 
transportation trust funds for special 
treatment, and ignore all the other 
large trust funds? We ought to make a 
reasoned decision about all trust funds 
in a comprehensive manner, when 
these trust funds have such a large 
impact on the total Federal spending 
picture. 

Let us remember that when the 
money in a given trust fund is not 
spent, the money stays in the trust 
funds for future use. If we take these 
trust funds off-budget, the result 
would be disastrous. 

The executive branch would have 
the authority to spend the money 
from these trust funds on anything it 
considers necessary. 

We would lose our ability to annual
ly oversee the proper expenditure of 
these funds-we would be giving the 
Transportation Department a blank 
check. 

This is not going to help our trans
portation programs-you know it and 
the taxpayers know it. 



August 15, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 
We should not make highways and 

airports exempt from the budget act, 
from Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, or 
from any other form of budgetary con
trol. That would clearly exhibit a mis
placed sense of priorities. The overall 
result of unlimited trust fund spend
ing would be its negative effect on 
nontrust fund transportation pro
grams-the have-not programs. These 
programs have already taken their fair 
share of necessary reductions. Coast 
Guard drug interdiction, Amtrak, mass 
transit spending, or FAA air traffic 
control, to name a few, would all 
suffer if we make such a hasty deci
sion. 

And not only transportation pro
grams would be adversely affected. 

If we take these trust funds off
budget, we would be subjecting pro
grams like student assistance, mater
nal and child health, NIH research, 
farm programs, and aid to Israel to an 
increased reduction under Gramm
Rudman-Hollings. Mr. Speaker, a vote 
for this motion is the same as a vote to 
cut education, to cut health care, to 
cut the whole range of general fund 
programs. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge the 
def eat of this motion. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, here we go 
again. Last year when the House con
sidered the budget reconciliation well 
before Gramm-Rudman, the Public 
Works Committee tried to take the 
trust funds off budget. The House re
jected that effort. 

This year, the Public Works Com
mittee went before the Rules Commit
tee to get a waiver of points of order 
on germaneness to take the trust 
funds off budget. The Rules Commit
tee by a bipartisan vote of 10 to 2 re
jected this effort. 

Now the Public Works Committee 
comes in with a backdoor method of 
getting what has been denied them. 

Further, all this talk about getting 
to the surplus is nothing short of a 
ruse. We don't need to take the trust 
funds off budget to use up the surplus, 
this highway bill does just that: There 
is a $9 billion surplus of which $3 bil
lion must remain in the trust fund for 
liquidity. Projected revenues over the 
next 5 years will be approximately 
$12.8 billion per year. 

This bill authorizes new spending at 
$14.1 billion per year. 

What this means is that over 5 years 
we will take in $63 billion and spend 
$70 billion. In other words, this bill 
spends $6 billion more than we take in, 
thereby depleting the surplus. 

Mr. McEWEN doesn't want to take 
the trust funds off budget to get to 
the surplus, he wants to do so to avoid 
sequestration. He wants highway 
exempt while other programs are 
whacked: Housing programs; farm pro
grams; low-income programs; elderly 
programs; student loans; NASA; Coast 
Guard; and air traffic controllers. 

We have a good highway bill-let's 
not ruin it with this motion. I urge 
you to vote no and not add an addi
tional burden to the problem we face 
to avoid the Gramm-Rudman scythe. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in opposition to the motion to recommit 
H.R. 3129, the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistant Act of 1986. It is 
my understanding that the motion will instruct 
the Public Works Committee to amend the bill 
to remove the highway trust fund and the 
aviation trust fund from the unified budget. 
The Committee on Ways and Means opposed 
this attempt to go off budget with the highway 
and aviation trust funds as it would violate the 
integrity of the unified budget. This effort 
threatens congressional resolve to control 
spending and would have a serious budgetary 
impact on may other programs by requiring 
additional across-the-board reductions in on
budget programs. In this time of enormous 
budget deficits, it is essential for us to be able 
to view a complete picture of the Federal 
budget in setting spending levels. 

I think that we must be concerned that ef
forts to obtain exemptions from budgetary 
review would open the floodgates for other 
special interests to seek similar preferential 
treatment. This could have a serious impact 
on our goal of deficit reduction. 

There trust funds were originally included in 
the unified budget so that we would have a 
fully comprehensive budget with which to 
define the scope of the Government, assess 
economic policy and assure an effective use 
of fiscal resources. It is important to continue 
inclusion of the highway and aviation trust 
funds as part of the unified budget so as to 
ensure continued full budget review of Gov
ernment activities. I urge my colleagues to 
oppose this motion to commit with instruc
tions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
SMITH of Florida). Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered, on 
the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the provisions of clause 5 of 
rule XV, the Chair announces that he 
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes 
the period of time within which a vote 
by electronic device, if ordered, will be 
taken on the question of passage. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-ayes 171, noes 
214, not voting 46, as follows: 

Alexander 
Anderson 
Anthony 
Archer 
Armey 
Atkins 

[Roll No. 3601 

AYES-171 
Badham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bennett 

Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Borski 

Bosco Ireland 
Boulter Jacobs 
Boxer Jeffords 
Broomfield Johnson 
Brown <CA> Jones <NC> 
Brown <CO> Kindness 
Burton <IN> Kleczka 
Callahan Kolter 
Carney LaFalce 
Chandler Lagomarsino 
Chapman Leath <TX> 
Chappell Lewis <FL> 
Clinger Lightfoot 
Coats Lipinski 
Cobey Lloyd 
Coelho Long 
Coleman <MO> Lott 
Combest Lujan 
Courter Madigan 
Craig Marlenee 
Crane Martin <NY> 
Daniel McColl um 
Darden McEwen 
Daub Mineta 
DeLay Molinari 
De Wine Monson 
Dickinson Montgomery 
DioGuardi Moody 
Dornan <CA> Moorhead 
Dreier Morrison <WA> 
Duncan Murphy 
Edgar Myers 
Emerson Nielson 
Fascell Nowak 
Fawell Oberstar 
Fields Packard 
Florio Parris 
Frank Pashayan 
Gallo Pepper 
Gekas Perkins 
Gilman Petri 
Gingrich Quillen 
Glickman Rahall 
Gray <IL> Ray 
Gunderson Reid 
Hammerschmidt Ridge 
Holt Rinaldo 
Hopkins Ritter 
Howard Roberts 
Huckaby Robinson 
Hunter Rodino 
Hyde Roe 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Au Coin 
Barnes 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner CTN> 
Bonior CMI> 
Bonker 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Carper 
Carr 
Cheney 
Clay 
Coble 
Coleman CTX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Coyne 
Daschle 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dorgan CND> 

NOES-214 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart COH> 
Eckert CNY> 
Edwards CCA> 
Edwards <OK> 
English 
Evans <IL> 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fiedler 
Fish 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford CTN> 
Franklin 
Frenzel 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Gray CPA> 
Green 
Gregg 
Guarini 
HallCOH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Hamilton 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hendon 
Henry 
Hertel 
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Roemer 
Rogers 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Savage 
Schaefer 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Shaw 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith CIA> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Staggers 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stratton 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas <GA> 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Valentine 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Weber 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wortley 
Wright 
YoungCAK> 
YoungCMO> 

Hiler 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jenkins 
Jones CTN> 
Kanjorski 
Kasich 
Kastenmeier 
Kemp 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kolbe 
Kostmayer 
Kramer 
Lantos 
Latta 
Leach CIA) 
Lehman CCA> 
Lehman CFL> 
Leland 
Lent 
Levin CMI> 
Levine CCA> 
Lewis CCA> 
Livingston 
Loeffler 
Lowery CCA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Lundine 
Lungren 
Mack 
MacKay 
Manton 
Markey 
Martin CIL) 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCain 

' 
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Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McKinney 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Mikulski 
MillerCCA> 
Miller<OH> 
Miller<WA> 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Mrazek 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Oakar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Panetta 
Pease 

Applegate 
Asp in 
Bedell 
Biaggi 
Breaux 
Burton <CA> 
Campbell 
Chappie 
Conyers 
Crockett 
Dannemeyer 
Donnelly 
Dowdy 
Erdreich 
Evans CIA> 
Flippo 

Penny 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Rangel 
Regula 
Richardson 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Saxton 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Sikorski 
Slattery 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <NE> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Snowe 
Solarz 

Spence 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Stark 
Stokes 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Torres 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 

NOT VOTING-46 
Ford <MI> 
Fowler 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Grotberg 
Hansen 
Hartnett 
Hatcher 
Hillis 
Horton 
JonesCOK> 
Kaptur 
Luken 
Martinez 

0 1920 

McCandless 
Moakley 
Moore 
Morrison <CT> 
Rose 
Rudd 
Stallings 
Studds 
ThomasCCA> 
Traxler 
Udall 
Whitehurst 
YoungCFL> 
Zschau 

Mr. LEWIS of California and Mr. 
AKAKA changed their votes from 
"aye" to "no." 

Messrs. STRANG, ROBERTS, 
GLICKMAN, and SKELTON changed 
their votes from "no" to "aye." 

So the motion to recommit was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

0 1930 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

SMITH of Florida). The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-yeas 345, nays 
34, not voting 52, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Badham 

[Roll No. 3611 

YEAS-345 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 

Bevill 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner CTN) 
Bonior <Mil 
Bonker 
Borski 

Bosco Hawkins 
Boucher Hayes 
Boulter Hefner 
Boxer Hendon 
Brooks Hertel 
Broomfield Hiler 
Bruce Holt 
Bryant Hopkins 
Burton <IN> Howard 
Bustamante Hoyer 
Byron Huckaby 
Callahan Hughes 
Carney Hunter 
Carper Hutto 
Carr Hyde 
Chandler Jeffords 
Chapman Jenkins 
Chappell Johnson 
Clay Jones <NC> 
Clinger Jones CTN> 
Coats Kanjorski 
Cobey Kasich 
Coble Kemp 
Coelho Kennelly 
Coleman <MO> Kildee 
Coleman <TX> Kindness 
Collins Kleczka 
Combest Kolbe 
Conte Kolter 
Cooper Kostmayer 
Coughlin LaFalce 
Courter Lagomarsino 
Coyne Lantos 
Craig Latta 
Daniel Leach CIA> 
Darden Leath <TX> 
Daschle Lehman <CA> 
Davis Leland 
de la Garza Lent 
DeLay Levin <MI> 
Dellums Levine <CA> 
Derrick Lewis <CA> 
DeWine Lewis <FL> 
Dickinson Lightfoot 
Dicks Lipinski 
Dingell Livingston 
DioGuardi Lloyd 
Dixon Loeffler 
Dornan <CA> Long 
Downey Lott 
Duncan Lowery <CA> 
Durbin Lowry <WA> 
Dwyer Lujan 
Dymally Lundine 
Dyson Madigan 
Early Manton 
Eckart <OH> Markey 
Edgar Martin <IL) 
Edwards <CA> Martin <NY> 
Edwards <OK> Matsui 
Emerson Mavroules 
English Mazzoli 
Evans <IL> McCain 
Fascell Mccloskey 
Fawell McColl um 
Fazio Mccurdy 
Feighan McDade 
Fields McGrath 
Fish McHugh 
Florio McKernan 
Foglietta McKinney 
Foley McMillan 
Ford CTN> Meyers 
Frank Mica 
Franklin Michel 
Frenzel Mikulski 
Gallo Miller <OH> 
Gejdenson Miller <WA> 
Gekas Mineta 
Gephardt Mitchell 
Gibbons Molinari 
Gilman Mollohan 
Gingrich Monson 
Glickman Montgomery 
Gonzalez Moody 
Goodling Morrison <WA> 
Gordon Mrazek 
Gradison Murphy 
Gray <IL> Murtha 
Gray CPA> Myers 
Green Natcher 
Gregg Neal 
Guarini Nelson 
Hall, Ralph Nichols 
Hamilton Nielson 
Hammerschmidt Nowak 

Oakar 
Oberstar 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith <FL> 
Smith CIA> 
Smith CNJ> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stange land 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strang 
Stratton 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Valentine 

Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Weber 

Archer 
Armey 
Bartlett 
Brown <CO> 
Cheney 
Crane 
Daub 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dreier 
Fiedler 
Gunderson 
Henry 

Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 

NAYS-34 
Hubbard 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Kastenmeier 
Kramer 
Lehman <FL> 
Lungren 
Mack 
Marlenee 
McEwen 
Moorhead 
Obey 

Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<MO> 

Roth 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shumway 
Siljander 
Smith <NE) 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Solomon 
Stump 
Waxman 

NOT VOTING-52 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Bedell 
Biaggi 
Breaux 
Brown CCA> 
Burton <CA> 
Campbell 
Chappie 
Conyers 
Crockett 
Dann em eyer 
Donnelly 
Dowdy 
Eckert <NY> 
Erdreich 
Evans CIA> 
Flippo 

Ford CMI> 
Fowler 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Grotberg 
Hall COH> 
Hansen 
Hartnett 
Hatcher 
Hillis 
Horton 
Jones <OK> 
Kaptur 
Luken 
MacKay 
Martinez 

McCandless 
MillerCCA> 
Moakley 
Moore 
Morrison <CT> 
Rose 
Rudd 
Stallings 
Studds 
Thomas <CA> 
Traxler 
Udall 
Weaver 
Whitehurst 
Young<FL> 
Zschau 

Mr. ARMEY changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mr. LOWRY of Washington and Mr. 
SCHEUER changed their votes from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
GRAY of Ilinois). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
<Mr. WRIGHT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
unanimous-consent request. Prior to 
making that unanimous-consent re
quest, to clarify our situation, I take 
this time to discuss the program. 

The first request I am going to make 
is to permit us to have a recess. 

The other body is reportedly in its 
final stages of debate on sanctions and 
following a vote on that is expected to 
take up the resolution that we sent 
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them concerning the extension of the 
debt ceiling. Depending on the manner 
in which that is concluded in the other 
body, we may or may not have a vote 
on it, but I think it would be safe for 
Members to presume that we will have 
a vote on amendatory language which 
will be added in the other body. 

REQUEST TO AUTHORIZE THE 
SPEAKER TO DECLARE RE
CESSES ON FRIDAY, AUGUST 
15, AND SATURDAY, AUGUST 
16, 1986 
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it may be in 
order for the Speaker to declare re
cesses at any time on Friday, August 
15, or Saturday, August 16, 1986, sub
ject to the call of the Chair. 

May I say in further explanation 
that we would anticipate at least an 
hour and a half during which time 
Members might have dinner and 
expect to return. We would plan a 30-
minute notification for Members prior 
to our coming back into session. Bells 
would ring and the individual buzzers 
would sound. Members will be notified 
that in 30 minutes the House would 
resume. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. LOTT. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, if I could ask the 
distinguished majority leader, did I 
understand correctly the gentleman 
was asking for recesses subject to the 
call of the Chair at any time both 
today, Friday, August 15, and Satur
day, August 16, if necessary? 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, and/ or tomor
row, just as a safety precaution. I 
should like to say that it surely is not 
my expectation, and most emphatical
ly is not my wish, that we have any oc
casion to be here on tomorrow, but 
while we are getting the authorization 
it seems appropriate and proper that 
we should ask for the right to have a 
recess, if necessary. 

Mr. LOTT. Well, I would certainly 
hope it would be our intention to con
clude tonight. I would think maybe we 
would be sending the wrong signal to 
the other body if we start off talking 
about Saturday, the 16th, and all at 
this point, so I would hope that at the 
appropriate time the gentleman 
maybe would ask for that recess au
thority just for now, today, Friday the 
15th. If it becomes necessary at some 
subsequent point, I am sure this side 
will be glad to cooperate in that effort. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my request. 

REQUEST TO AUTHORIZE THE 
SPEAKER TO DECLARE RE
CESSES ON FRIDAY, AUGUST 
15, 1986 
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it may be in 
order for the Speaker to declare re
cesses at any time on today, Friday, 
August 15, 1986, subject to the call of 
the Chair. 

· The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, I under
stand what we are attempting to do 
and we have done it before, but we, 
the Members, find ourselves in our of
fices wondering whether we would be 
going back in session at 9 p.m. tonight 
or 2:30 in the morning. If we had a 
time certain so that we would know 
for sure, as an example, 9 o'clock, that 
we would be back in, only a few Mem
bers would need to come here. With 
the closed-circuit television that we 
have at the present and with the very 
good Democrat staff people and very 
good Republican staff people that 
keep in touch with the Senate con
stantly, you could update us as to 
where we stand at that point. 

The gentleman mentioned the possi
bi.lity of having a one-half hour call 
ahead of going in, but that can happen 
at 2:30 in the morning. 

So I would reserve the right to 
object, unless we set a time certain as 
to when we would call the body back 
and again qnly a few would need to 
come back, the rest would get the mes
sage through the beeper system. It 
would update us to what is going on. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield on his reservation? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Let me just kind of 
try to explain the reason we find it dif
ficult to forecast with any certainty 
just when we will be able to return. 

The other body, as my distinguished 
friend is aware, has different rules 
than ours. It operates under the rule 
of unlimited debate. It may be that it 
will require longer than I think it will. 

I think they will discuss this prob
ably about an hour and then have a 
vote. 

The distinguished minority leader 
and the Speaker and I, along with the 
other Members, discussed this matter 
with the minority leader and the ma
jority leader in the Senate and tried to 
get the best understanding we could. 
They did their best to describe their 
situation to us, but it is unclear to 
them how the vote will come. There is 
at least one threat of which we are ad
vised by one Member of the other 
body that if the vote should go a cer
tain way he would propose to filibus
ter for a time following that. 

0 1945 
Therefore, for me to say a specific 

time would be impossible, and we 
might get Members back in here for 
no purpose at all. 

Therefore, I would say this-as I 
tried to suggest a moment ago, and 
perhaps I was not clear on it-that we 
would let Members have at least an 
hour and a half. We would not call 
them back before the expiration of 1112 
hours, which would be 9:15 at the ear
liest, and prior to their coming back in 
we would notify them through their 
Cloakrooms. They could be notified 30 
minutes in advance, and we would try 
our best to keep the Cloakrooms on 
both sides advised as to what progress 
appears to be occurring on the other 
side so that they might call the Cloak
room and get an advisory. 

For Members to come back in arbi
trarily and just be told to recess again 
seems to impose upon them an unnec
essary burden. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. WRIGHT]? 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker I appreci
ate what the gentleman has said. The 
majority leader has said that we would 
have at least 1112 hours. That gives us 
some idea. 

If we could have after that, say not 
later than 10:30-not later than-that 
gives you an opportunity to call the 
House back and then, if we are still in 
our offices by 10:30, we would have an 
idea as to what is going on, because we 
could be updated by those who would 
be on the floor at that time. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, in tradi
tion the Speaker has been given the 
right to make judgments as conditions 
develop and declare recesses subject to 
the call of the Chair. If the gentleman 
insists--

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, would 
the gentleman yield under his reserva
tion? 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois, the minority 
leader. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
that the gentleman would have to 
bear the responsibility of trying to 
help put this thing together as we 
come to the close of any kind of ses
sion. He would have a little different 
view of this thing. 

The majority leader is absolutely 
correct. We do not know for sure what 
they are going to do. We have been 
through this kind of thing before. If 
you set 10 o'clock and all of a sudden 
they decide to wrap it up at 9 o'clock, 
we have frittered away another hour. 
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Some of us want to get our bags 
packed and get out of town tomorrow. 
If the gentleman is tired, he can go 

back to the office and poop out and we 
will call the gentleman. But Jeeminy 
Christmas--

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I had already 
stated "not later than." The House 
can be called in earlier. The gentle
man, as the minority leader, and the 
gentleman from Texas CMr. WRIGHT], 
the majority leader, have the informa
tion far ahead of the rest of us. 

Mr. MICHEL. I do not know about 
that. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. They have the 
information, the staff people are feed
ing it to you. Other Members would 
like to know and be updated as to 
what is going on. That is all that I am 
trying to do. 

I believe that the gentleman from 
Texas was willing. 

Mr. MICHEL. I do not want the gen
tleman to do anything more than 
what we normally have to do. He has 
asked for recess authority. If I were in 
that spot, that is exactly what I would 
be asking for. I am telling the gentle
man that that is no more than a rea
sonable request that he has asked for. 
We will give Members a half-hour 
notice. Hopefully we can bring some 
pressure to bear on that other body to 
bring this thing to some conclusion. 

If we have to vote again this 
evening, I want it to come as early as 
possible, get that out of the way and 
get back over to the other body. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. It can come as 
soon as possible, but let us put a time 
certain on when we return. 

Mr. MICHEL. The gentleman from 
Mississippi just asked the majority 
leader to recant and reduce his request 
from Friday and Saturday to Friday. 
That takes us up to midnight. I think 
that that is a reasonable request. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas CMr. WRIGHT]? 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec
tion is heard. 

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO 
DECLARE RECESSES TO TAKE 
EFFECT DURING CERTAIN 
SPECIFIED TIMES ON FRIDAY, 
AUGUST 15, 1986 
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it may be in 
order for the Speaker to declare re
cesses at any time on Friday, August 
15, 1986, subject to the call of the 
Chair, to resume sitting not earlier 
than 9:15 o'clock, nor later than 10:30 
o'clock. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO 
DECLARE RECESSES ON 
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 
1986, TO RECEIVE IN JOINT 
MEETING THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE FEDERATIVE REPUBLIC 
OF BRAZIL 
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it may be in 
order at any time on Thursday, Sep
tember 11, 1986, for the Speaker to de
clare recesses, subject to the call of 
the Chair, for the purpose of receiving 
in joint meeting the President of the 
Federative Republic of Brazil. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 10, 
1986 
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the business 
in order on Calendar Wednesday, Sep
tember 10, 1986, may be dispensed 
with. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO 
ACCEPT RESIGNATIONS AND 
APPOINT COMMISSIONS, 
BOARDS, AND COMMITTEES 
NOTWITHSTANDING ADJOURN
MENT 
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that, notwith
standing any adjournment of the 
House until Monday, September 8, 
1986, the Speaker be authorized to 
accept resignations, and to appoint 
commissions, boards, and committees 
authorized by law or by the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2482, FEDERAL INSEC
TICIDE, FUNGICIDE, AND RO
DENTICIDE ACT AMENDMENTS 
OF 1985 

Mr. DERRICK, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged 
report <Rept. No. 99-803) on the reso
lution <H. Res. 536) providing for the 
consideration of the bill <H.R. 2482> to 
amend the Federal Insecticide, Fungi
cide, and Rodenticide Act, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2889, COMPUTER SECU
RITY ACT OF 1986 
Mr. DERRICK, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged 
report <Rept. No. 99-804) on the reso
lution <H. Res. 537) providing for the 
consideration of the bill <H.R. 2889) to 
amend the act establishing the Nation
al Bureau of Standards to provide for 
a computer security research program 
within such Bureau, and to provide for 
the training of Federal employees who 
are involved in the management, oper
ation, and use of automated inf orma
tion processing systems which was re
f erred to the House Calendar and or
dered to be printed. 

FEDERAL LANDS CLEANUP ACT 
OF 1985 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate bill <S. 1888) to provide 
for a program of cleanup and mainte
nance on Federal lands, and ask for its 
immediate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Minnesota? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, I do so to 
allow the gentleman from Minnesota 
CMr. VENTO] to explain this measure. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, the other 
body passed S. 1888 on August 11, 
1986. The bill would provide for a pro
gram of cleanup and maintenance of 
national parks, Federal public lands, 
and recreation areas. 

S. 1888, requires each Federal land 
management agency to organize, co
ordinate, and participate with citizen 
volunteers and State and local agen
cies in cleaning and maintaining Fed
eral public lands, recreation areas, and 
waterways within the jurisdiction of 
each agency. Each agency would plan 
activities to encourage continuing 
public and private sector cooperation 
in preserving the beauty and safety of 
Federal lands; increase citizens' sense 
of ownership and community pride in 
these areas; reduce litter on Federal 
lands along trails and waterways and 
other recreation areas; maintain and 
improve trails, recreation areas, water
ways and facilities. These efforts 
would culminate in Federal Lands 
Cleanup Day, which the bill desig
nates as the first Saturday following 
Labor Day each year. Prior to the first 
Federal Lands Cleanup Day after en
actment, each Federal land manage-
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ment agency is required to prepare a 
report to Congress within 90 days 
after the first Cleanup Day. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe this is a sound 
program and I commend the author of 
the bill for setting out a Federal pro
gram encouraging the private sector to 
assist the Federal land managing agen
cies and citizen volunteers to aid in 
cleaning up litter problems and im
proving trails and other recreation 
areas. 

I strongly favor enactment of S. 1888 
and urge the House to concur and for
ward the bill to the President. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, 
further reserving the right to object, I 
rise in support of S. 1888. As the sub
committee chairman has explained, 
this bill would provide for an annual 
Federal Lands Cleanup Day, to be ob
served the first Saturday after Labor 
Day or on a more appropriate alterna
tive date. 

On this date, the Federal Land Man
agement agencies, including the Forest 
Service, Bureau of Land Management, 
National Park Service, Fish and Wild
life Service, Bureau of Reclamation, 
and Army Corps of Engineers, are in
structed to organize and coordinate 
with citizen volunteers in cleaning up 
the areas under their jurisdiction. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill which 
promotes public involvement in pre
serving the beauty and safety of our 
Federal lands. I urge all of my col
leagues to support this measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as 

follows: 
s. 1888 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"Federal Lands Cleanup Act of 1985". 
FINDINGS 

SEC. 2. Congress finds that-
< 1 > Federal lands, parks, recreation areas, 

and waterways provide recreational oppor
tunities for millions of Americans each year; 

<2> the Federal lands administered by the 
several Federal land management agencies 
contain valuable wildlife, scenery, natural 
and historic features, and other resources 
which may be damaged by litter and misuse; 

(3) it is in the best interest of our country 
and its citizens to maintain and preserve the 
beauty, safety, and availability of these Fed
eral lands; 

(4) these land management agencies have 
been designated as the caretakers of these 
Federal lands and have been given the re
sponsibility for maintaining and preserving 
these areas and facilities; 

(5) there is great value in volunteer in
volvement in maintaining and preserving 
Federal lands for recreational use; 

(6) the Federal land management agencies 
should be concerned with promoting a sense 

of pride and ownership among citizens 
toward these lands; 

<7> the use of citizen volunteers in a na
tional cleanup effort promotes these goals 
and encourages the thoughtful use of these 
Federal lands and facilities; 

(8) the positive impact of annual cleanup 
events held at various sites has already been 
proven by steadily declining levels of litter 
at these sites; and 

<9> a national program for cleaning and 
maintaining Federal lands using volunteers 
will save millions of tax dollars. 

DESIGNATION OF PUBLIC LANDS CLEANUP DAY 
SEC. 3. The first Saturday after Labor Day 

of each year is designated as "Federal Lands 
Cleanup Day". The President shall issue a 
proclamation calling upon the people of the 
United States to observe Federal Lands 
Cleanup Day with appropriate ceremonies, 
programs, and activities: Provided, however, 
That the activities associated with Federal 
Lands Cleanup Day may be undertaken in 
individual States on a day other then the 
first Saturday after Labor Day if the affect
ed Federal land managers determine that 
because of climatological or other factors, 
an alternative date is more appropriate. 

FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN FEDERAL LANDS 
CLEANUP DAY 

SEC. 4. <a>< 1) In order to observe Federal 
Lands Cleanup Day at the Federal level, 
each Federal land management agency shall 
organize, coordinate, and participate with 
citizen volunteers and State and local agen
cies in cleaning and providing for the main
tenance of Federal public lands, recreation 
areas, and waterways within the jurisdiction 
of such agency. 

(2) For purposes of this Act, the term 
"Federal land management agency" shall in
clude-

<A> the Forest Service of the Department 
of Agriculture; 

CB) the Bureau of Land Management of 
the Department of the Interior; 

CC) the National Park Service of the De
partment of the Interior; 

CD> the Fish and Wildlife Service of the 
Department of the Interior; 

<E> the Bureau of Reclamation of the De
partment of the Interior; and 

CF> the Army Corps of Engineers. 
Cb> Each Federal land management 

agency shall plan for and carry out activi
ties on Federal Lands National Cleanup Day 
which-

(1) encourage continuing public and pri
vate sector cooperation in preserving the 
beauty and safety of areas within the juris
diction of such agency; 

<2> increase citizens' sense of ownership 
and community pride in such areas; 

<3> reduce litter on Federal lands, along 
trails and waterways, and within such areas; 
and 

<4> maintain and improve trails, recreation 
areas, waterways and facilities. 
Such activities shall be held in cooperation 
with appropriate State, county, and local 
government agencies. 

<c>O> Within ninety days following the 
first Federal Lands Cleanup Day occurring 
after the date of enactment of this Act, 
each Federal land management agency shall 
provide a summary report to Congress brief
ly outlining the types of activities undertak
en; the sites involved; the nature and extent 
of the volunteer involvement; the cost sav
ings realized from the program and the 
overall success of such agency in observing 
Federal Lands Cleanup Day. 

<2> Such reporting requirements shall 
remain in effect for two years after the sub
mission of the first report. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 
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DEFENSE DEPARTMENT 
PROCUREMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

M~. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, as you know, 
the Government Operations Committee has 
had the unpleasant duty over the years to un
cover a larger number of so-called horror sto
ries that emerged from our investigations of 
Defense Department procurement. Paying 
$659 for ashtrays, $404 for socket wrenches, 
$529 for seat cushions in warplanes-such 
practices are wasteful, unacceptable, and 
aviodable. What is even more troublesome in 
Pentagon procurement, however, is the De
fense Department's persistent and pervasive 
practice of developing and foisting upon our 
fighting forces gold-plated weapons and 
equipment that fail operational tests, are too 
complex to be practical, and too fragile to 
withstand the conditions of the battlefield. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit for the RECORD one 
of the most recent and most compelling indict
ments of that practice-this one by a just-re
tired Marine Corps lieutenant colonel and Viet
nam veteran. Writing in the Washington Post, 
David Evans tells of one failure after another 
of the Defense Department to equip our 
troops with proper weapons and equipment. 
Colonel Evans writes also of serious failures 
in command and control arrangements and in 
training exercises. 

Mr. Speaker, the first step in solving prob
lems is to identity and acknowledge them. In 
writing this article, Colonel Evans has per
formed one more valuable service to the 
country. At this point I include the article: 

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 3, 1986] 
WE STILL DON'T HAVE THE ARMS AND TACTICS 

FOR A MA.TOR WAR 
<By David Evans> 

When I joined the 3d Marine Division on 
Okinawa last year, I was issued brand new 
equipment. Helmet, pack, canteens, the 
works. It was the first time in two decades 
the Marines had ever issued me anything 
new. Evidence, I thought, that the huge 
spending increases for defense were finally 
having an effect. Hard goods were trickling 
all the way to the tip of the national securi
ty spear. 

Then I tried to install the leather sweat
band in the new German-style helmet made 
of Kevlar. The simple spring clips on the 
sweatband of yore had been replaced by fas
teners with little metal loops. It took a good 
half-hour, armed with pliers and jeweler's 
screwdriver, to work the sweatband into the 
helmet. 

It was obvious the designers of the new 
headgear were sublimely ignorant of the in
fantryman's rustic lot in the field, where 
vise-grip pliers and miniature screwdrivers 
are as rare as Faberge eggs. 
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The helmet is symptomatic of the kind of 

military the United States is producing. It is 
rather like the British sports cars of the 
1950s. Beautiful to look at, they were never
theless cantankerous and touchy to operate. 
Under less than optimum conditions-like 
rain-their electrical systems were madden
ing. They stand as an apt paradigm for 
today's combat systems. 

War remains very simple, direct, and 
brutal. In contrast, our latest combat sys
tems offer baroque complexity. They re
quire the skills of highly trained technicians 
to understand and maintain. As we have 
pushed technology, the operating tolerances 
of our systems have narrowed. The military 
is now so complex it cannot go to war with
out air-conditioners. Not for the comfort of 
the troops, mind, but to keep its delicate 
computers from overheating. The question 
is whether we are overdesigning forces that 
cannot win wars. 

Indeed, the American military system suf
fers from seven deadly flaws: 

The system is not self-correcting. Instead, 
the American military is stuck in the rut of 
ingrained and comfortable habit. Too many 
of the lessons learned painfully years ago 
remain uncorrected. 

When the Marines staggered out of the 
Chosin Reservoir 35 years ago, they said the 
standard five-gallon water can was too 
heavy for troops weakened by fatigue and 
cold. They suggested a three-gallon, insulat
ed model. 

In those engagements, only the simple Ml 
rifle, with its loose tolerances and robust op
erating mechanism, could be kept working 
in the extreme cold. The temperamental 
carbine, with its shorter bolt movement, 
jammed frequently. The complicated 
Browning Automatic Rifle <BAR> tended to 
clog with ice, and the Marines urged "sim
plification of the weapon." 

Few of the men who fought that bitter 
campaign had received actual experience in 
cold-weather operations beforehand. Those 
who survived commented enviously on the 
white cloaks worn by the Chinese, which 
made them all but impossible to spot. 

The situation today: White parkas are in 
the system. Genuine progress there. But the 
standard water can remains the five-gallon 
model, uninsulated. "How we're going to get 
water to the troops remains a basic, unan
swered problem," one colonel told me. The 
Ml6A2 rifle with its close tolerances and 
short bolt movement, experienced signifi
cant failures in cold weather tests in 1984. 

The Marines have pre-positioned a bri
gade's worth of equipment in Norway, but 
they have not designated or trained a specif
ic unit for cold-weather operations. 

Whether campaigning in the snow or 
desert, American troops are likely to en
counter Soviet tanks. Their ability to kill 
them remains dismal. Recall the Army's ex
perience with Task Force Smith, the Rapid 
Deployment Force of its day, fighting North 
Korean tanks at Osan in July, 1950. The 
forward companies were overrun because 
the Army's 2.36-inch bazooka lacked the 
punch to kill a tank from the front. Today, 
the infantryman's last-ditch weapon is still 
essentially a disposable bazooka-the M72-
which fires a warhead that remains too 
small to inflict a kill. 

The Army seems to have forgotten that 
fighting is largely psychological, and that 
battles are oftentimes won or lost on the 
strength of perceptions. If an attacking 
tank is hit from the front and explodes, an 
entire armored attack may be halted. 
Nobody wants to burn to death. On the 

other hand, if the tank is hit and keeps 
coming, what incentive does the defending 
infantryman have to stand and fight? 

We're easy targets. Three rules for battle
field survival remain unchanged since 
World War I: Keep a low profile, stay off 
the skyline, and spread out. The U.S. mili
tary is distinguished by its billboard profile. 
The standard M923 cargo truck is a good 10 
percent bigger than the M54 truck of 1960s 
vintage. Yet the new truck carries the same 
five-ton load. 

The Army's M2 Bradley troop carrier is 
fully 10 feet high. Crashing through the 
woods at Fort Benning, it looks as big as a 
house. 

Standing out against a neutral back
ground is worse-troops moving along the 
crest of a ridge, for example. There is a elec
tronic skyline, to. Anything that sends out 
electromagnetic radiation-radars and 
radios specifically-can reveal one's posi
tion. The need to transmit has to be bal
anced against the risk of detection. Instead, 
radios have become a convenient crutch. 
There are about 1,100 of them in a Marine 
division now, filling the air with mostly rou
tine administrative messages, advertising 
our positions like so many searchlights on a 
dark night. 

Omnidirectional antennas aggravate the 
situation by broadcasting in every direction. 
Directional antennas would greatly enhance 
communications security. One of the more 
powerful tactical radios, the AN /TSC95, 
does not come so equipped, and pours out its 
1,000 watts of power in all directions, like 
one of those faceted mirrored balls that 
hang from discotheque ceilings. Yet a good 
high-gain, directional antenna can be had 
for a fraction of the radio's cost. Claims one 
signals officer, "You can buy a better anten
na for the TSC95 from Radio Shack than 
the one that comes with it." 

Contrary to the need for dispersion, the 
massive and more powerful electronics tend 
to aggregate into large headquarters com
plexes. A division command post looks like 
an antenna farm, pumping out electromag
netic radiation, as well as heat and noise 
from ranks of. diesel generators, fairly 
shouting its location. 

We're too complicated. The virtue of sim
plicity runs counter to the reigning devotion 
to complex weapons. Although more can go 
wrong with complicated systems, the U.S. 
military is now freighted with unnecessary 
complexities. 

The Pentagon's approach to weapons 
design is a major contributor. "Cost-effec
tiveness analysis," says one former Army of
ficer, "tends to drive one to single-purpose 
weapons because of the one-on-one simula
tions and the fact that special interest com
munities conduct the analyses." The end 
effect was captured in one recent report, re
vealing for its frankness on the matter, "All 
combat-vehicle programs have designed 
their own unique weapons stations, result
ing in a significant number of single-pur
pose stations with unique logistics ... heavy 
demands on training, and little or no inter
operability or commonality ... between dif
ferent vehicles." 

The Air Force and Navy have incompati
ble aerial refueling systems. The Air Force 
flies "female" fighters; its pilots fly next to 
the tanker and are plugged in by the boom 
on the mother ship. The Navy flies "male" 
fighters, mounting a probe that the pilot 
flies into the tanker's fuel receptacle. Unless 
both systems are mounted on the tanker, as 
in the case of the new hermaphroditic 
KClO, or the modification kit is handy for 

the older KC135, the two systems are not 
interchangeable. 

At a more fundamental level, all the play
ers on the battlefield are not dealing in the 
same units of measure. Infantry units use 
kilometers and meters for horizontal and 
vertical measure, using grid coordinates to 
mark locations. Pilots flying close air sup
port for them deal in nautical miles, feet 
above sea level, and latitude-longitude loca
tions. 

Some aviators claim the difference is trivi
al, as it is easy to convert from one to the 
other. But why convert at all? The conver
sion process injects an unnecessary source 
of errors. The military adopted 24-hour time 
to eliminate potential confusion. The same 
argument applies for problems of location. 

There is not enough slack in the system. 
We are building systems where anything 
less than perfect execution can upset the 
game plan. Loose tolerances are more for
giving, especially under the terrific and 
often unpredictable strains of combat. The 
Navy's latest air-cushioned amphibious 
landing craft, the LCAC, is a good example 
of the kind of unforgiving systems now en
tering service. Since the LCAC is more like a 
helicopter with the roof off than a boat, the 
latest employment manual cautions that 
the "spotting of cargo is critical" to stay 
within center of gravity limits. Three inches 
is the allowed tolerance. Now imagine doing 
this with a 60-ton tank from a heaving load
ing ramp at sea. 

Laser-guided bombs are the current rage 
in high-fashion weaponry. Accurate, yes, 
but they present unique problems. Laser 
spotters held by troops on the ground gen
erate pulsed codes. These are meant to be 
read by a seeking device in the nose of the 
bomb hung under the wing of an aircraft. 
Yet the ground-based spotter pulses in a 
three-digit code while the bomb only "recog
nizes" a four-digit code. So, rather than 
having both components use the same 
three- or four-digit code, the bomb's coding 
has to be carefully translated beforehand 
into a three-digit equivalent. 

There is absolutely no room for error 
here. Not only must the laser on the ground 
and the seeker in the air work perfectly, the 
pilot must be in constant radio contact with 
the infantryman to ensure that the ground 
laser is turned on at precisely the right 
time. If it is turned on prematurely, the 
bomb will lock on too early and fall short of 
the target. Moreover, since the pilot has to 
ride right down the laser beam, he must 
come in directly over the soldier's back. 
Thus, a bomb that falls short is likely to fall 
on friendly troops. 

We are not ready for close-in fighting. 
The Army and Marine Corps have adopted a 
three-layer approach to antitank combat: 
TOW heavy antitank missiles for kills 
beyond two miles, the DRAGON medium 
antitank missile for kills at about a mile, 
and shoulder-launched rockets at belt
buckle range. 

For these weapons, they have not invested 
in enough ammunition to do the job. The 
military does not buy munitions according 
to wartime need, but on the basis of what 
share of its peacetime budget it chooses to 
spend on ammunition. The planned con
sumption rates that result are absurdly 
low-in intense combat, one shot every two 
days for the TOW, and one shot every four 
days for each DRAGON, for example. ''I'll 
shoot up my allowance in the first five min
utes," said one astonished battalion com
mander when he was informed of these 
planned firing rates. 
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Even with adequate stocks of missiles, 

there are problems. The TOW can be 
spoofed by smoke and heat. The DRAGON 
is notoriously unreliable. After a decade of 
neglect the Army is finally moving to re
place the near-useless DRAGON with an ef
fective weapon of European design, but only 
for select units such as Rangers. 

However, few battles are won or lost at 
long range. Opening fire early at long range 
can betray one's positions, and Rommel, a 
master at setting antitank ambushes, re
peatedly inveighed against opening fire too 
soon for this very reason. 

The nature of the battleground probably 
will not allow for the distant shots, anyway. 
Germany, for example, is heavily wooded 
and urbanized, and the Bundeswehr esti
mates 55 percent of all targets will be sight
ed at less than a quarter-mile. The Soviets, 
too, figure roughly 60 percent of all anti
tank engagements will take place within a 
half-mile range. 

Army Gen. Frederick J. Kroesen, former 
commander of NATO's Central Army 
Group, is even more conservative: "Fog . . . 
and smoke-generating devices in abundance 
lead me to believe the next war will be won 
or lost at the 300-meter Cfifth of a mile] 
range, just as in the past." 

It is at this vital range that American 
troops are most vulnerable to the unnerving 
psychological impact of massed armored at
tacks, and where they stand virtually naked. 
The Army and Marines are buying the AT4 
shoulder-fired rocket to replace the M72. It 
is not much of an improvement, and is 
known among cynics as "The Paint-Scratch
er" because it will not penetrate the frontal 
armor of modem Soviet tanks. 

Effective alternatives are available. Yet 
the situation now is that Soviet tanks will 
be able to break through at close range, and 
then there is almost no limit to what they 
can do. They will create havoc in the rear, 
overrunning artillery units with impunity. 
The standard U.S. 155mm artillery piece, al
though an excellent weapon for long-range 
fire, cannot kill tanks at close range, as it 
does not come supplied with antitank shells. 

We are over-centralized. The swirling 
nature of a mechanized war of movement, 
slugged out at the small-unit level, calls for 
on-the-spot decisions. Leaders at the head of 
their troops will see more and react more 
quickly than commanders in the rear. 

"There is no inspiration in the squeaking 
voice made dim and quavering by a mile of 
Ctelephonel wire," said Patton. But state of 
the art has come to mean centralized com
mand, and a growing family of esoteric com
mand-and-control systems are intended to 
push the flow of information to the rear. 

This definition from a Marine Corps 
handbook is instructive: "Command-and
control is an active system for decision
making where decision makers are some dis
tance from events [emphasis added] on 
which their decision is based," and [signifi
cantly] "from the people who must carry it 
out"! · 

Note the shift away from officers as com
manders and leaders to pallid "decision 
makers" who, like wingless queen bees, are 
absolutely dependent on a rich flow of in
formation from engaged troops who have 
more pressing matters than sending detailed 
reports to the rear. The big difference from 
the bunker generalship of the First World 
War is that what was once done with tele
phone lines now takes place via radio. 

The on-site, personal presence of the com
mander remains the greatest "force multi
plier" of all. Instead, he has been pushed to 

the rear, snuggled up to a dozen or more 
radios, all broadcasting like beacons telling 
the enemy exactly where he is. 

There are signs of change. Col. Creighton 
Abrams. Jr., commander of the Army's 3rd 
Infantry Division's artillery irt West Germa
ny and son of the late Army chief of staff, 
suggests committing each artillery unit in a 
sector to support a designated front-line ma
neuver battalion. "This violates the time
honored principle of maximum feasible cen
tralized control of artillery," Abrams 
admits, "but it frees up the bottleneck" of 
trying to control all the artillery firing from 
a central location. Abrams' argument for de
centralization recognizes the fast-paced 
nature of modem maneuver combat, where 
there isn't time for elaborate coordination 
through centralized facilities far to the rear. 

We do not push ourselves in training. The 
prospect of our complex systems working in 
battle is not likely to be discovered in peace
time, because our units and systems are 
rarely stressed under less than ideal condi
tions. Most large-scale exercises lack oper
ational realism. Intended to orchestrate and 
rehearse the complicated command rela
tionships stemming from over-centraliza
tion, the basic systems are not challenged. 

"We should start field problems with a 
quarter instead of a full tank of gas," says 
one logistician, in order to pressure the 
supply systems from the first hours. 

Despite all the Pentagon hype about 
Soviet numerical superiority, we do not 
train to deal with it. Maneuvers typically 
are carried out against token and hopelessly 
outnumbered enemy forces. Although bat
talion commanders are admonished they 
must be prepared to fight outnumbered, 
they practice against company-size foes. 
Local air superiority is taken for granted. 
Frequent time-outs are provided to refresh 
and resupply units. 

The ingrained and comfortable habits of 
peacetime exercise are not easily shed; 
recall that 6,500 troops were hurled against 
a few hundred haphazardly armed Cubans 
on Grenada. 

Occasionally the defense establishment 
admits to itself things are badly amiss. Last 
spring the RAND Corp., a Pentagon-funded 
think tank, offered this confessional to its 
board of trustees: "The Army is currently 
deploying increasing numbers of technically 
sophisticated weapons that are hard to 
maintain, extremely expensive, and whose 
wartime demand rates are difficult to fore
cast." This assessment applies with equal, if 
not greater force, to the other armed serv
ices. 

Appearances can lead to a false perception 
of power, and the U.S. military stands like a 
fine porcelain figure, good for display but 
best not dropped onto the hard surface of 
the battlefield. How did we get here? By not 
looking at the reality of war. "Touchy, sen
sitive, delicate technology has no place at 
the front line," asserts one Marine reserve 
colonel. He's right, of course, but that is 
what the-troops have got. 

An aura of "techno-prophecy" surrounds 
the promises of weapons now under develop
ment. But the current penchant for revolu
tionary leaps in capability aggravates tech
nical and cost uncertainties. A vicious cycle 
of unrealized expectations and explosive 
cost growth is the usual result, with readi
ness cutbacks and smaller forces in the 
field. Steady, incremental improvements 
may not be as dramatic, but they are likely 
to produce more usable combat power. 

Other factors are at work. An absence of 
healthy skepticism, for one, leaving too 

many basic assumptions unchallenged. For 
example, the current rubric that "High
technology weapons are more lethal" is 
belied by actual battlefield experience. 
Shrapnel and bullets are doing most of the 
killing in the war between Iran and Iraq, al
though both sides have invested in some of 
the most complex weaponry money can 
buy-from Exocet missiles to Fl4 fighters. 
In field exercises, the U.S. Army is discover
ing that large numbers of antitank missiles 
must be fired to achieve relatively few kills. 

Counterproductive parochialism, for an
other, leads to endless compromises with 
special-interest fiefdoms. The Bradley troop 
carrier, for example, is the proverbial 
"camel"-a horse built by a committee. As 
an armored taxi, it carries too few troops. 
As a high-profile weapons platform, it will 
draw fire from every enemy weapon in 
range. 

The Navy and Air Force have their own 
legacy of costly parochialism. The light
weight-fighter program of the 1970s was in
tended to produce a common first-line air
craft for both services. Instead, the Air 
Force flies the winner of that competition, 
the F16, and the Navy flies the loser, the 
F18. 

Perhaps the basic problem is the easy 
availability of money. It has corrupted a 
sense of reality, and distorted the focus on 
fighting. "The battle's the thing," said the 
late military historian S.L.A. Marshall. In
stead of figthing power, the wealth poured 
into the business of war now stands as the 
measure of effectiveness. 

There is much earnest talk coming out of 
the Pentagon about the need for 3, 5, or 8 
percent growth in defense spending. But 
when the argument shifts to the subject of 
fighting power, the certain rhetoric of an in
stant before devolves into vague ramblings 
about the "synergistic effects of combined 
arms," about the "single-pass multiple-kill" 
systems the troops will have five years 
hence, and the forthcoming marvels of "en
hanced connectivity." 

Faddish jargon has become a substitute 
for clear and serious thinking about the un
derlying foundations of combat effective
ness. Poetry devoid of philosophy is merely 
verse, and spending absent a sound concept 
of national defense is simply procurement. 
A freeze on defense spending would be an 
appropriate first step to sort things out. 
Mindless buying is producing a military de
scribed by one former Army general as a 
"force without power"-and at a cost the 
country cannot afford. 

PAYMENT LIMITATIONS 
REGULATIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. ALExAN
DERl is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, financial 
conditions in the agriculture sector make it vir
tually impossible for young farmers to start 
their own farming operations without assist
ance from their families. Starting a farm from 
scratch requires a monumental expenditure. 
The necessary land and equipment must be 
leased or purchased and in addition, they 
must pay for seed, fertilizer, chemicals, and 
labor. All these expenses make financing nec
essary even for someone who is an estab
lished farmer. For a young farmer with no his
tory in farming, not only must they have fi-
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nancing but someone willing to share the re
sponsibility for a loan so that a bank will 
extend them credit. 

After financing is arranged with the help of 
a family member willing to cosign for a loan, 
the young farmer must then begin to acquire 
the necessary farm implements. Naturally, 
once again, the family offers to help by leas
ing land and equipment. However, Govern
ment regulations prohibit this practice. Under 
ASCS payment limitation regulations, a family 
member cannot assist another family member 
with financing and lease them land or equip
ment without the two farmers being consid
ered one entity for the purposes of deficiency 
payments. 

This regulation penalizes those farmers who 
need assistance from their family to start a 
farm. Many farmers in the First District of Ar
kansas have expressed their concern over 
this regulation. A farmer in my district hoping 
to retire is trying to establish his two grand
sons in farming so that they can one day take 
over his farm. However, ASCS regulations 
prohibit him from leasing them land and help
ing them to obtain financing. Without his sig
nature on the loan, they would not be able to 
get money. Without leasing his land, they 
would not be able to take over his operation. 
And for the three farm families to survive they 
need the Government deficiency payments. 

Today, I am introducing legislation which 
would allow family members to help finance 
another family member and lease them land 
or equipment without losing their separate defi
ciency payments. This bill only applies to farm 
families. It is a profarm family bill. 

As it stands, more and more young people 
are leaving the farm, forsaking their lifestyle, 
because times are too tough in agriculture for 
them to make it. Those few who choose to 
stay need all the assistance their families can 
give them. We, in Congress, must offer them 
our assistance as well, not only in this area, 
but in all areas which affect the family farmer. 
If we do not come to their aid, America will 
see the passing of the small family farmer 
within a generation. 

PROTECTING RATEPAYERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, telecommunica
tions plays an increasingly important role in 
the health of our economy and in our every
day lives. If there is one common thread 
which unifies virtually all of us across the 
Nation, it is that we all rely at some point on 
the telephone to communicate with others. 
Whether it is for social, business, or important 
emergency and medical purposes, having ac
cessible, efficient, and affordable telephone 
service is, for most of us, a necessity. 

The telecommunications industry continues 
to undergo significant changes. Judicial and 
regulatory decisions, as well as technological 
innovations and increasing competition, are 
reshaping the ways in which we communicate. 

As part of these sweeping changes, the Bell 
Operating Cos. have intensified their efforts to 
expand into new competitive markets. While I 
believe that there are several positive aspects 

of this diversification, such as wider availability 
of new products and services to the average 
telephone consumer, I also believe that we 
must be careful not to allow the Bell Operat
ing Cos. to make forays into new and often 
highly competitive markets at the expense of 
local telephone customers. 

Protecting local telephone customers from 
unnecessary increases in local telephone 
rates is now the centerpiece of intense 
debate. This issue was the central focus of 
House subcommittee hearings earlier this 
year. Time after time, the debate continues to 
come back to the issue of local ratepayer 
safeguards and affordable telephone rates. 

On November 5, 1985, I introduced the 
Telephone Ratepayer Protection and Technol
ogy Promotion Act. This legislation was the 
first bill to explore the possibilty of lifting the 
information service and manufacturing restric
tion on the Bell Operating Cos. which prevent 
them from entering certain competitive mar
kets. H.R. 3687 also was the first legislation 
which directly addressed the concerns of local 
ratepayers by giving State authorities a signifi
cant role in determining the extent to which 
the Bell Operating Cos. can expand into these 
new markets. State commissions are best 
qualified to understand the needs of the local 
telephone customers in their jurisdictions and 
must have a part in determining how best to 
protect local ratepayers. 

Mr. Speaker, today, on behalf of myself and 
Mr. LUKEN, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. LELAND, and Mr. 
SYNAR, I am announcing provisions which set 
forth specific guidelines for protecting ratepay
ers if the Bell Operating Co. are allowed to 
provide information services. 

I know other Members have similar con
cerns about protecting taxpayers. In particular, 
my good friend Mr. SWIFT, who has been a 
leader on telecommunications issues, has 
been developing ratepayer provisions of his 
own. I look forward to working with Mr. SWIFT 
and other Members who are interested in this 
critical area. 

The thesis of the piece Mr. LUKEN, Mr. 
BRYANT, Mr. LELAND, Mr. SYNAR, and I are 
submitting today is simple: Customers of regu
lated services should not bear any financial 
risks associated with the Bell Operating Cos'. 
provision of information services. This propos
al reflects Congress' long-standing commit
ment to ensuring that the goal of universally 
available and affordable telephone service is 
realized. The availability and affordability of 
local telephone service must not be jeopard
ized by BOC efforts to enter unregulated mar
kets. 

To that end, the proposal we are advancing 
today ensures that the Bell Operating Cos.' 
costs of providing information services are as
signed and allocated fairly. If a cost can be at
tributed solely to an information service, it 
shall be assigned directly to that service. If a 
cost cannot be attributed solely to an informa
tion service because it involves the use of fa
cilities and resources that are used to off er 
basic telephone service, it shall be allocated 
equitably between information services and 
basic telephone service based on how much 
the information service actually uses the local 
exchange facilities and resources. 

Moreover, under this proposal, the Bell Op
erating Cos.' revenue requirement for the pro-

vision of local telephone service must be re
duced by an amount equal to the share of 
joint and common costs shouldered by the in
formation service. This reduction of revenue 
required for local telephone service will help 
ensure the stabilization-and even possibly 
reduction-of local rates, directly benefiting 
local telephone customers. 

In addition, the Bell Operating Cos.' infor
mation service operations would be required 
to make a contribution to the local exchange 
activities in order to compensate local rate
payers for having funded the development of 
certain intangible benefits-such as corporate 
goodwill, recognition, and reputation-that di
rectly benefit the Bell Operating Cos.' informa
tion service operations. Local telephone cus
tomers helped pay for the development of this 
corporate goodwill; therefore, since the infor
mation services operations will reap the re
wards of these intangible benefits, local rate
payers should be compensated. Such com
pensation also will help defray the Bell Oper
ating Cos.' costs of providing local exchange 
telephone service. 

Finally, under this proposal State regulatory 
authorities will have a role in determining how 
the Bell Operating Cos. allocate the costs of 
providing information services. State commis
sions are best qualified and equipped to 
assess the needs of the local ratepayers in 
their jurisdictions. Therefore, the proposal re
quires the formation of a Federal-State joint 
board which will establish appropriate cost-al
location safeguards that must be implemented 
and enforced by the Federal Communications 
Commission. 

If the Bell Operating Cos. are permitted to 
offer information services, I believe that this 
proposal provides the safeguards that are 
necessary to protect local telephone custom
ers. Anything less than that will jeopardize our 
efforts to ensure universally available and af
fordable telephone service. 

I would like to note that I also am con
cerned about the potential impact that allow
ing the Bell Operating Cos. to enter competi
tive markets could have on their competitiors 
and on communications workers, and I plan to 
address these concerns in the near future. 

The proposal follows: 

SECTION I. AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE INFORMATION 
SERVICES. 

Notwithstanding any provision of the 
Modified Final Judgment, a Bell operating 
company may engage in the provision of in
formation services and in research and de
velopment related to such services, subject 
to the limitations and conditions contained 
in this Act. The provision of information 
services <and related research and develop
ment) shall not be subject to regulation by 
any State commission. This section shall not 
be construed to prohibit any State from en
acting and enforcing any consumer protec
tion law, to the extent not inconsistent with 
this Act. 
SEC. 2. RATEPAYER PROTECTION. 

(a) ASSIGNMENT OF DIRECT COSTS.-The 
costs of any plant, equipment, personnel, re
search, or other resources used only to pro
vide information services shall be assigned 
exclusively to information services and shall 
not be recovered through charges paid by 
customers of exchange telecommunications 
service. 
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(b) .ALLOCATION OF JOINT AND COMMON 

COSTS.-
( 1) IN GENERAL.-The share of joint and 

common costs that shall be allocated to in
formation services shall be a share equal to 
the estimated proportionate use that infor
mation services will make of plant, equip
ment, personnel, research, and other re
sources used both for information services 
and exchange telecommunications service. 

(2) ASSIGNMENT OF COST OF CAPACITY AND 
SPECIAL FEATURES.-ln addition to the costs 
allocated pursuant to paragraph < 1 ), the 
costs of any capacity or special features 
which are-

<A> required primarily for or used <or pro
posed to be used) substantially in the provi
sion of information services; and 

<B> included in the plant, equipment, per
sonnel, research, or other resources used <or 
proposed to be used) both for information 
services and exchange telecommunications 
services, 
shall be allocated exclusively to information 
services and shall not be recovered through 
charges paid by customers of exchange tele
communications service. 

(3) REDUCTION OF REVENUE REQUIREMENT.
The revenue requirement associated with 
the provision of exchange telecommunica
tions service shall be reduced by an amount 
equal to the share of joint and common 
costs allocated to the provision of informa
tion services under paragraphs < 1) and (2) of 
this subsection. 

(C) COMPENSATION FOR INTANGIBLE BENE
FITS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-ln order to compensate 
customers of exchange telecommunications 
service for bearing the costs associated with 
the development of intangible benefits 
<such as good will) which are available to a 
Bell operating company that engages in the 
provision of information services, each Bell 
operating company shall use a fraction, 
specified in regulations promulgated under 
section 3, not to exceed 5 percent, of the 
gross revenues derived from the offering of 
information services to defray the cost of 
exchange telecommunications service. 

(2) ExcEPTION.-Paragraph (1) of this sub
section shall not apply to any Bell operating 
company that provides information services 
through a separate corporate entity <with 
separate officers) that-

<A> conducts all dealings with the Bell op
erating company on an arm's length basis; 

<B) utilizes operating, marketing, installa
tion, and maintenance personnel separate 
from the personnel of the Bell operating 
company; 

(C) markets its services without reference 
to its affiliation with the Bell operating 
company; and 

<D) obtains financing on its own credit 
without recourse to the assets of any Bell 
operating company or affiliate of such a 
company <other than the separate corporate 
entity itself). 

(d) ANNUAL REASSIGNMENT AND REALLOCA
TION.-On October 1, 1987, and on each Oc
tober 1 thereafter, the assignment of direct 
costs and the allocation of joint and 
common costs required by this section shall 
be revised to reflect the use of plant, equip
ment, personnel, research, or other re
sources made by such services during the 
immediately preceding twelve-month period. 

(e) SEPARATE BOOKS OF ACCOUNT.-A Bell 
operating company providing information 
services shall maintain separate books of ac
count for such services, in a manner pre
scribed by the Joint Rulemaking Board by 
regulation. 

SEC. 3. JOINT RULEMAKING BOARD. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF BOARD.-Not later 

than 30 days after the date of enactment of 
this section, the Commission shall establish 
a Joint Rulemaking Board for the purpose 
of promulgating regulations concerning 
compliance with the requirements of this 
Act. Regulations promulgated by the Board 
shall not be subject to review by the Com
mission. 

(b) COMPOSITION OF BOARD.-The Board 
shall be composed of-

< 1) five commissioners of the Commission; 
and 

(2) four State commissioners nominated in 
accordance with subsection <c) of section 
410 of the Communications Act of 1934 and 
approved in accordance with subsection (a) 
of such section. 

(C) SUBJECT MATTER OF REGULATIONS.-The 
regulations promulgated by the Joint Rule
making Board shall-

(1 > prescribe the procedures for compli
ance with the requirements of section 2; 

<2> specify the fraction or fractions which 
each Bell operating company is required to 
use as provided in section 2<c>; 

<3) define terms and prescribe standards 
for evaluating costs under such section; 

(4) identify the information and materials 
that shall be submitted to the Commission 
in order to obtain approval under section 
4(b); and 

(5) exercise exclusive administrative juris
diction with respect to the matters pending 
before the Commission in CC Docket 86-
111. 

(d) PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS FOR 
BOARD.-ln promulgating regulations pursu
ant to this section, the Board shall comply 
with section 553 of title 5, United States 
Code. Such regulation shall be subject to 
review in accordance with chapter 7 of such 
title. 

(e) STAFF.-The Joint Rulemaking Board 
may, in accordance with title 5, United 
States Code, appoint such staff as it consid
ers necessary to carry out its functions 
under this Act. 
SEC. 4. ENFORCEMENT BY COMMISSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Commission shall be 
responsible for enforcing the requirements 
of section 2 of this Act and the require
ments of the regulations promulgated by 
the Joint Rulemaking Board under section 3 
of this Act. 

(b) COMMISSION APPROVAL REQUIRED.-A 
Bell operating company may not engage in 
the provision of information services as au
thorized by section 1 of this Act-

< 1) unless the Commission has approved
< A> the assignment by such company of 

direct costs as required by section 2Ca) and 
the regulations prescribed under section 3; 
and 

<B) the allocation by such company of 
joint and common costs as required by sec
tion 2(b) and the regulations prescribed 
under section 3; 

(2) if the approval required by paragraph 
< 1) is withdrawn; and 

(3) if the Commission determines that 
such company has failed to provide the 
compensation required by the regulations 
promulgated by the Joint Rulemaking 
Board under section 3(c)(2). 

((C) PETITIONS FOR REVIEW OF COMMIS
SION DETERMINATIONS.-A State commission 
may, within 30 days after the Commission's 
action, petition the Commission for review 
of any determination made pursuant to sub
section Cb). Upon receipt of such a petition 
the Commission shall establish a joint board 
in accordance with section 410 of the Com-

munications Act of 1934 and refer such de
termination to such joint board for review. 

[(d) PuBLIC PARTICIPATION.-The joint 
board established under subsection (c) shall 
afford a reasonable opportunity to any cus
tomer of exchange telecommunications 
service to present evidence concerning the 
assignment of direct costs and the allocation 
of joint and common costs under section 2 
of this Act. 

[(e) REMAND OF DETERMINATIONS TO CoM
MISSION.-The joint board shall issue a deci
sion on any matter referred to it under sub
section (a) within 90 days after such refer
ral. After completing its review of any deter
mination referred to it under subsection (c), 
a joint board established under such subsec
tion shall remand the determination to the 
Commission together with its recommenda
tions that such determination be affirmed, 
modified, or rescinded.] 
SEC. 5. DEJo'INITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act-
< 1) the term "Modified Final Judgment" 

means the Modification of Final Judgment 
entered August 24, 1982, in U.S. v. Western 
Electric, Civil Action No. 82-0192 <United 
States District Court, District of Columbia); 

<2> the term "Bell operating companies" 
has the same meaning as such term has in 
the Modified Final Judgment, except that 
such term does not include any centralized 
organization for the provision of engineer
ing, research, and administrative services, 
the costs of which are shared by such oper
ating companies or their affiliates; 

(3) the term "information services" has 
the same meaning as such term has in such 
Judgment but does not include electronic 
publishing <as that term is defined in such 
Judgment); 

(4) the term "exchange telecommunica
tions service" has the same meaning as such 
term has in such Judgment; 

(5) the term "joint and common costs" 
means the costs of plants, equipment, per
sonnel, research, or other resources used in 
the provision of exchange telecommunica
tions service and information services, and 
includes the cost of capital and any depre
ciation expenses; 

(6) the term "State commission" means 
the commission, board, or official <by what
ever name designated) which under the laws 
of any State has regulatory jurisdiction 
with respect to the intrastate operations of 
carriers; and 

(7) the term "Commission" means the 
Federal Communications Commission. 

Mr. LELAND. Mr. Speaker, I commend my 
good friend and colleague from Oregon, AON 
WYDEN, for his leadership on the important 
issue of ratepayer protection from cross-subsi
dization. While I have yet to see a perfect ap
proach to the difficult issue of cross-subsidiza
tion, the Wyden approach is the best proposal 
I have seen to date. The principles outlined in 
the Wyden approach are essential protections 
for the residential ratepayer, and the Wyden 
proposal is an excellent starting point for the 
debate on this crucial issue. 

I feel very strongly that this Congress 
should not allow the Bell Operating Cos. to 
engage in further speculative economic ven
tures until or unless we are completely satis
fied that. residential ratepayers will not have to 
foot the bill for exotic new features that they 
neither want nor need. 

I recognize that lhere appears to be consid
erable interest among my colleagues in possi-
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bly freeing the Bell Cos. from some of the re
strictions of the modified final judgment. There 
also are a number of other important issues, 
however, that should be considered contem
poraneously with or prior to consideration of 
the MFJ. For example, many Members of 
Congress, including this Member, are con
cerned about preservation of universal tele
phone service and the development of a 
meaningful national lifeline telephone service 
program. Other issues of concern include, but 
are not limited to: the role of labor if the Bell 
Operating Cos. become involved in new ven
tures; the status of competition in the long-dis
tance industry; protection of existing and pro
spective competitors of the regional compa
nies; and the impact of bypass on residential 
rates. 

Mr. WYDEN has made an outstanding contri
bution to the debate on common carrier legis
lation with his proposal today. I would caution 
my colleagues, however, that there are a 
number of difficult issues to be discussed and 
resolved before we move forward on propos
als that would eliminate or relax the modified 
final judgment. 

A section-by-section analysis of the Wyden 
proposal follows: 

SECTION-BY-SECTION EXPLANATION OF 
RATEPAYER PROTECTION PROPOSAL 

SECTION 1-AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE 
INFORMATION SERVICES 

Section 1 permits the Bell Operating Com
panies to engage in the provision of infor
mation services and in associated research 
and development, subject to the limitations 
and conditions set forth in the remaining 
sections of this proposal. The Bell Operat
ing Companies' provision of information 
services will not be subject to state regula
tion, but will be subject to the terms and 
conditions established by the Joint Board in 
accordance with the provisions of Section 2 
of this Act. The Act does not preclude state 
regulatory authorities from enacting and 
enforcing any consumer protection laws 
which are not inconsistent with this propos
al. 

SECTION 2-RATEPA YER PROTECTION 

In order to protect local telephone cus
tomers, the costs associated with the provi
sion of information services must be as
signed and allocated fairly to ensure that 
the Bell Operating Companies do not use 
revenues generated by their basic regulated 
local telephone services to fund their infor
mation service activities. Section 2 sets 
forth standards for the assignment of direct 
costs and allocation of joint and common 
costs associated with the provision of infor
mation services by the Bell Operating Com
panies. 

The rules governing the assignment and 
allocation of costs will be established by a 
Joint Board <as described in Section 3 
below>. and the rules established by the 
Joint Board will be implemented and en
forced by the Federal Communications 
Commission. 

fa) Assignment of direct costs 
This subsection requires that any costs 

that can be attributed solely to the provi
sion of information services shall be as
signed directly to information services. None 
of these costs shall be recovered through 
the charges paid by local telephone custom
ers. 

fb) Allocation of joint and common costs 
Subsection Cb> establishes standards for 

the allocation of joint and common costs. 
These costs are incurred whenever the pro
vision of an information service utilizes any 
plant, equipment, personnel, research, or 
other resources that also are used for the 
provision of basic local telephone service. 
Specifically, this subsection requires that 
the share of joint and common costs aJlocat
ed to each Bell Operating Company's infor
mation service activities be equal to the in
formation service activities' estimated pro
portionate use of plant, equipment, person
nel, research and other resources that are 
also used to provide basic local telephone 
service. 

Subsection Cb> also sets forth require
ments for the allocation of costs associated 
with the costs of any transmission capacity 
of special features required primarily in the 
provision of information services and which 
is included in the plant, equipment, person
nel, research, or other resources used or 
proposed to be used for local exchange serv
ice. These costs shall be allocated exclusive
ly to information services and not covered 
through charges paid by local exchange 
telephone customers. 

Finally, subsection Cb> requires that the 
Bell Operating Companies' revenue require
ments for providing basic local telephone 
service be reduced by an amount equal to 
the share of joint and common costs allocat
ed to the provision of information services. 
This provision ensures that ratepayers will 
realize a direct benefit from the use of local 
exchange facilities by the Bell Operating 
Companies' information service activities. 

fc) Compensation for intangible benefits 
The Bell Operating Companies have de

veloped considerable " intangible" benefits, 
such as corporate goodwill, name recogni
tion, and reputation as a result of their 100-
year government-sanctioned local telephone 
service monopoly. The Bell Operating Com
panies' local ratepayers have helped to pay 
for the development of these intangible ben
efits. Subsection <c> recognizes that because 
the Bell Operating Companies' information 
service activities will derive significant ad
vantages from these intangible benefits, 
local ratepayers must be compensated for 
bearing the costs associated with the devel
opment of these benefits. 

Accordingly, subsection <c> requires the 
Bell Operating Companies to contribute a 
portion, not to exceed 5 percent, of the 
gross revenues derived from the offering of 
information services to their local exchange 
service operations. This contribution will 
help to defray the costs of providing local 
telephone service. 

The compensation required by this subsec
tion will not apply to any Bell Operating 
Company which establishes a separate for 
company the provision of information serv
ices. Such separate corporate entities must 
conduct all dealings with the Bell Operating 
Company on an arms-length basis, utilize 
operating, marketing, installation, and 
maintenance personnel separate from the 
personnel of the Bell Operating Company, 
market information services without refer
ring to any affiliation with the Bell Operat
ing Company, and obtain financing on their 
own credit without recourse to any assets of 
a Bell Operating Company or any other af
filiate. 

fdJ Annual reassignment and reallocation 

The assignment of direct costs and the al
location of joint and common costs de
scribed in subsection (b) will be reviewed 

and revised annually beginning on October 
1, 1987. These annual revisions will reflect 
the level of use of plant, equipment, person
nel, research and other resources by the 
Bell Operating Companies' information 
service activities during the immediately 
preceding twelve-month period. 

fe) Separate books of account 
This subsection requires all Bell Operat

ing Companies which provide information 
services to maintain separate books of ac
count for such services according to rules 
promulgated by a Federal-State Joint Rule
making Board and enforced by the Federal 
Communications Commission. 

SECTION 3-JOINT RULEMAKING BOARD 

Section 3 requires the establishment of a 
Joint Rulemaking Board to promulgate reg
ulations for the Bell Operating Companies' 
compliance with the requirements of this 
proposal. 

fa) Establishment of Board 
The Federal Communications Commission 

is required within thirty <30> days of enact
ment of this section to establish a Joint 
Board consisting of five commissioners of 
the Federal Communications Commission 
and four state commissioners. The Joint 
Board's decisions reached in accordance 
with the provisions of this Act are final, 
subject to judicial review. 

(b) Subject matter of regulations 
The regulations promulgated by the Joint 

Board as described in Subsection <a> shall 
prescribe the procedures for the Bell Oper
ating Companies' compliance with the re
quirements of this proposal, specify the por
tions of their gross annual information serv
ice revenues which each Bell Operating 
Company is required to contribute to com
pensate local ratepayers for bearing the 
costs associated with the development of 
the intangible benefits described in Section 
2(c). 

The Joint Board's regulations will identify 
the information and materials that the Bell 
Operating Companies must submit to the 
Commission in order to obtain approval of 
their information service offerings. 

Finally, the Joint Board will exercise ex
clusive administrative jurisdiction over the 
matters that currently are pending before 
the Commission in its proceeding on cost-al
location guidelines <CC Docket 86-111>. 

SECTION 4-ENFORCEMENT BY COMMISSION 

Section 4 charges the Federal Communi
cations Commission with the responsibility 
to enforce the regulations promulgated by 
the Joint Board. A Bell Operating Company 
may not provide an information service 
unless the Commission has approved the 
company's assignment and allocation of the 
costs of providing that service according to 
the rules and regulations established by the 
Joint Board. 

Section 4 also allows state commissions 
<within 30 days) to petition the Commission 
for reconsideration of decisions which ap
prove or deny a Bell Operating Company's 
provision of information services. When the 
Commission receives such a petition, it is re
quired to establish a Joint Board in accord
ance to Section 410 of the Communications 
Act of 1934, for purposes of reviewing the 
petitions for reconsideration. 

The Joint Board will provide any local ex
change service customer the opportunity to 
comment on the Commission's determina
tion. Within 90 days of receiving a petition 
for reconsideration of a determination made 
by the Commission, the Joint Board will 
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issue its findings, together with its recom
mendations to the Commission on whether 
the Commission's initial determination 
should be affirmed, modified, or rescinded. 

SECTION 5-DEFINITIONS 

Section 5 sets forth the pertinent defini
tions of the proposal. 

The term "Modified Final Judgment" is 
defined to mean the Modification of Final 
Judgment that was entered on August 24, 
1982 in U.S. v. Western Electric <Civil Action 
No. 82-0192> in the U.S. District Court, Dis
trict of Columbia. 

The terms "information services" and 
"Bell Operating Companies" have the same 
meanings as these terms have in the Modi
fied Final Judgment. "Information serv
ices," however, does not include electronic 
publishing as defined in the Judgment. In 
addition, the term "Bell Operating Compa
nies" does not include any centralized orga
nization for the provision of engineering, re
search, or administrative services. 

The term "exchange telecommunications 
service" also has the same meaning as such 
term has in the Modified Final Judgment. 

"Joint and common costs" is defined as 
the costs of plant, equipment, personnel, re
search, or other resources used in the provi
sion of exchange telecommunications serv
ice and information services. These costs in
clude the cost of capital and any deprecia
tion expenses. 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, I am proud to 
join with my colleagues, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. 
LELAND, Mr. LUKEN, and Mr. SYNAR, in pro
posing something very simple and equitable 
for the tens of millions of people of our Nation 
who use and depend upon telephones for 
their day-to-day existence, for business, for 
emergencies-in some cases for their very 
lives. 

Telephone service is indispensible for Amer
ica. We, as a nation, are committed to univer
sal telephone service of the highest quality, 
accessible to the greatest number of people 
at the least possible cost consistent with the 
profit motive that helped to make our country 
great. 

The average telephone subscriber is not an 
investor, but a consumer of a product. He or 
she should not be compelled to support 
through higher rates for service other busi
ness ventures fundamentally unrelated to his 
or her telephone needs. 

Because the local Bell Operating Cos. are 
still, effectively, officially sanctioned monopo
lies providing an essential, regulated public 
service, they are special entities in the busi
ness world. They are special entities in our 
society that have special responsibilities to 
our society. 

What we are proposing today is that, if 
these local telephone companies are permit
ted to branch out into other, unregulated 
fields-such as information services and man
ufacturing-the telephone user should not 
bear the burden. The consumer should not be 
compelled in any way to be an involuntary fin
ancier of the phone companies' expanded 
ventures. 

What we are proposing today is a renewal 
of our commitment to universal telephone 
service that is universally available at reasona
ble cost-a cost limited to the provision of the 
communications desired by the user. The uni
versal need of telephone service demands an 
even lesser "lifeline" charge to assure that 

minimal service is accessible to all Americans 
including the poor and those consumers such 
as the elderly and infirm for whom telephone 
service may be the only contact with the out
side world. 

Because of the special nature of telephone 
service in this country, consumers deserve
and we intend to fight for-special protection. 
That is what we are talking about today. 

Certainly, permitting the local Bell Operating 
Cos. to provide other services and enter other 
business areas is a complex issue that will 
affect not only consumers, but also competi
tive markets, communications employees, and 
our Nation at large. We must be sensitive to 
all the changes that a decision of this sort will 
have on our society, but we must begin by as
suring that telephone ratepayers will have our 
top priority consideration. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to com
mend my colleague, Mr. WYDEN, for articulat
ing the reservations which many of us share 
about current proposals to allow the Bell Op
erating Cos. to engage in the provision of in
formation services and equipment manufactur
ing. His efforts to improve those proposals on 
behalf of ratepayers helps to demonstrate the 
difficulty associated with regulating local tele
phone monopolies which are rapidly expand
ing into competitive commercial activities. In 
particular, it raises complicated competitive, 
regulatory and fairness questions which have 
been explored, but not answered, in hearings 
before the Subcommittee on Telecommunica
tions, Consumer Protection and Finance. 

The testimony before the subcommittee 
made clear that the dangers of cross-subsi
dies between regulated and unregulated ac
tivities of the BOC's remains real. The BOC's 
control the local exchange networks and have 
every economic motivation to use that control 
to compete unfairly to the detriment both of its 
telephone ratepayers and of fair competition 
itself. Under the consent decree which placed 
the line-of-business restrictions on the BOC's, 
the court will shortly receive a report outlining 
the antitrust problems which remain. At the 
very least, those who downplay the signifi
cance of the dangers of cross-subsidies 
should be willing to read that report before 
weakening current protections against anti
competitive activity. 

The FCC itself has demonstrated a notable 
lack of interest in maintaining strong ratepayer 
protections against various forms of cross
sudsidies. Its willingness to abandon structural 
separation requirements in the absence of 
adequate alternatives in various rulemakings 
has revealed a propensity to jump off the 
diving board before checking the pool. Now is 
not the time to follow their example. 

I have also been concerned with the failure 
of the FCC to monitor the extent of the dan
gers of bypass, with the absence of effective 
consumer representation before the FCC, and 
with the absence of a system for ensuring uni
versal telephone service through lifeline serv
ice for the poor. These issues cannot be over
looked in any legislative overhaul of our exist
ing system for regulating the BOC's. 

AIRLINE COMPUTER RESERVA
TIONS SYSTEMS ARBITRATION 
ACT OF 1985 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Arkansas CMr. HAMMER
SCHMIDT] is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker, for 
several years now, the Congress and the avia
tion industry have been wrestling with the 
problems of airline computer reservations sys
tems [CRS] which travel agents use to book 
flights for passengers. 

The fact is that most agents use either the 
sabre system owned by American Airlines or 
the Apollo system owned by United Airlines. 
Any other airline that wants to reach its cus
tomers through travel agents must participate 
in one of these systems. TWA, Eastern, and 
Delta also own systems but their market share 
is much smaller. Thus, the Nation's two larg
est airlines have significant control over their 
competitors. Many have expressed concern 
that this has a negative impact on consumers 
under the current deregulated airline system. 

In 1984, at the urging of the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation, the Civil 
Aeronautics Board issued regulations in this 
area. These regulations were primarily de
signed to end the bias that the CRS owners 
were building into their systems. Those regula
tions are now administered by the Department 
of Transportation [DOT]. 

Despite these rules, problems evidently 
remain. For one, some airlines contend that 
the fees they must pay when a passenger 
makes a booking through a competitor's com
puter system are too high. Also, travel agents 
have complained about the liquidated dam
ages clause in their contracts with the CRS 
owner airline. These provisions make it diffi
cult, if not impossible, for a travel agent to 
switch to a computer system of a competing 
airline. 

Hearings have been held, lawsuits have 
been filed, and studies have been issued. But 
the controversy remains unresolved. Recently, 
Congressman MINETA, Senator KASSEBAUM, 
and I asked DOT to look into the matter fur
ther. But, at this time, it is unclear what, if any, 
action they will take. DOT was supposed to 
brief us on their plans by August 1 but they 
have not yet made a decision. 

Therefore, i:i order to help resolve these 
issues, I am joining with Congressman 
M1NETA, chairman of the Aviation Subcommit
tee, in introducing a bill to provide for arbitra
tion of certain disputes involving airline-owned 
computer reservations systems. At this point, 
we cannot be certain that arbitration is the 
best way to resolve the CRS controversy. But 
by putting this bill before the public we can 
encourage discussion of this issue. That dis
cussion and the DOT study should help us 
gain further insight into possible solutions. 
· Arbitration may very well be the best way to 
resolve the disputes both between competing 
airlines and between airlines and travel 
agents. At the very least, it should be less 
costly and draconian than the other solutions, 
such as forced divestiture, that have been 
proposed. 
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RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair declares the House in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly <at 7 o'clock and 58 min
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

0 2225 

AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the 

House was called to order by the 
Speaker pro tempore CMr. WRIGHT] at 
10 o'clock and 33 minutes p.m. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair desires to make an announce
ment to the Members. 

The situation with regard to our pos
sible adjourning is still indefinite, and 
still dependent upon action in the 
other body. Conversations are pro
ceeding with Members of the other 
body, and it is possible that we may 
have some agreement that will permit 
us to adjourn, but we do not have it at 
this time. 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. That 

being the case, the Chair will declare a 
recess, subject to the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly <at 10 o'clock and 34 
minutes p.m.), the House stood in 
recess subject to the call of the Chair. 

0 0300 

AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the 

House was called to order by the 
Speaker pro tempore CMr. WRIGHT] at 
3 o'clock a.m. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Mr. Hallen, one of its clerks, an
nounced that the Senate has passed 
without amendment a concurrent reso
lution of the House of the following 
title: 

H. Con. Res. 380. Concurrent resolution 
providing for a conditional adjournment of 
the t wo Houses until September 8, 1986. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate has passed with amend
ments in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, a bill of the House 
of the following title: 

H.R. 5395. An act to increase the statutory 
limit on the public debt. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate had passed a bill of the fol
lowing title, in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested: 

S. 2638. An act to authorize appropria
tions for military functions of the Depart· 

ment of Defense and to prescribe military 
personnel levels for such Department for 
fiscal year 1987, to revise and improve mili
tary compensation programs, to improve de
fense procurement procedures, to authorize 
certain construction at military installations 
for fiscal year 1987, to authorize appropria
tions for national security programs of the 
Department of Energy for fiscal year 1987, 
and for other purposes. 

PROVIDING CONDITIONS FOR 
CONSIDERATION OF SENATE 
AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 5395, 
PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT INCREASE 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent, notwithstanding 
the previous order agreed to today by 
the House concerning H.R. 5395, that 
at any time after the House receives 
from the Senate H.R. 5395 with 
Senate amendments thereto: First, it 
shall be in order to consider a motion 
in the House, without intervening 
motion, if offered by Representative 
FOLEY of Washington or his designee, 
to take said bill with the Senate 
amendments from the Speaker's table, 
to agree t o t he Senate amendment 
striking out the level of the public 
debt limit contained in the bill and in
serting a new figure, and to disagree to 
the Senate amendment inserting addi
tional language in the bill, said amend
ments shall be considered as having 
been read and said motion shall not be 
subject to a demand for a division of 
the question but shall be debatable for 
not to exceed 30 minutes, and the pre
vious question shall be considered as 
ordered on said motion to final adop
tion without intervening motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Washington? 

Mr. WALKER. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, I do so simply 
to ask, we are changing the procedure 
that was earlier agreed upon. Could 
the gentleman give us an explanation 
of just why we are changing the proce
dure here this evening, or this morn
ing, I guess it is at this point. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, the previ
ous unanimous-consent request as
sumed that the level to the public debt 
limit which we had sent to the Senate 
would be returned by the Senate with 
perhaps an amendment to that debt 
limit and that we would then take up 
and vote upon the Senate amendment. 

The Senate in amending the tempo
rary debt ceiling has also amended the 
number of the debt ceiling level and so 
the previous unanimous-consent agree
ment would not be representative of 
the condition of the Senate message as 
we have just received it. 

In other words, if we were to dis
agree with the Senate amendments, 
we would be disagreeing with the level 

of public debt which the Senate has 
sent to us and we have no desire to do 
so. 

Mr. WALKER. So the House under 
the new procedure will still be left 
with a vote on an amendment to dis
agree with essentially the Gramm
Rudman package and also will then, if 
that disagreement should carry, we 
will still then have a separate vote on 
a clean bill for a debt ceiling? 

Mr. FOLEY. No. It is all contained 
in one motion. We would be in effect 
agreeing to one motion to a unani
mous consent to take up the Senate 
amendment to the debt ceiling, the 
Gramm-Rudman amendment, debate 
that for 30 minutes and vote on it, 
that we will not debate or disagree 
with the Senate level of the public 
debt ceiling as amended by the Senate. 

If I remember correctly, the original 
temporary debt ceiling was $2,134 bil
lion. The Senate felt that that number 
represented a longer term of debt ca
pacity than was intended by them, so 
they amended it to a figure of $2,111 
billion, I believe, which is now before 
us. That would not take us beyond 
September 30. 

We do not have any disagreement 
with the Senate amendment of that 
debt ceiling level. We are disagreeing 
with the Senate amendment, the 
Gramm-Rudman II amendment to the 
debt ceiling, and this will permit that 
to be debated for 30 minutes and voted 
on. 

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, the 
understanding of at least some of us 
on this side was that we would get a 
chance to disagree on Gramm
Rudman, but in addition there would 
be a chance then to vote on the clean 
bill. 

Now, if I understand the gentleman 
correctly, we would not get a chance to 
vote on the clean bill on the debt limit 
under this procedure. 

Mr. FOLEY. Under this procedure, 
which by the way has been subject to 
an agreement with the Senate leader
ship on both sides of the aisle in the 
other body, we would simply act one 
way or the other on the Gramm
Rudman amendments to the debt ceil
ing. They have agreed to accept the 
decision of this House therewith and 
that we would either adopt those 
Gramm-Rudman amendments and 
they would go to the President, or we 
would return the bill without those 
amendments to the Senate, where
upon they would accept them in that 
form and we would adjourn. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
FOLEY]? 

There was no objection. 
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PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT INCREASE 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 

to the order of the House of today, I 
move to take from the Speaker's table 
the bill <H.R. 5395) to increase the 
statutory limit on the public debt, 
with Senate amendments thereto, 
concur in Senate amendment No. 1, 
and disagree to Senate amendment 
No.2. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the Senate amendments 

is as follows: 
Page 1, line 6, strike out 

"$2,152,000,000,000" and insert 
"$2,111,000,000,000". 

Page 1, after line 6, insert: 
TITLE II-BALANCED BUDGET AND 

EMERGENCY DEFICIT CONTROL 
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the "Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Re
affirmation Act of 1986". 
SEC. 202. REVISION OF PROCEDURES. 

<a> REFERENCE.-Except as otherwise spe
cifically provided, whenever in this section 
an amendment is expressed in terms of an 
amendment to a section or other provision, 
the reference shall be considered to be a ref
erence to a section or other provision of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

(b) REVISION OF REPORTING RESPONSIBIL
ITIES.-0) Section 25l<b> is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(b) REPORTS BY THE COMPTROLLER GENER
AL AND THE DIRECTOR OF OMB.-

" (1) REPORT TO THE DIRECTOR OF OMB AND 
THE CONGRESS BY THE COMPTROLLER GENER
AL.-

"(A) REPORT TO BE BASED ON OMB-CBO 
REPORT.-The Comptroller General shall 
review and consider the report issued under 
subsection <a> by the Directors for the .fiscal 
year and, with due regard for the data, as
sumptions, and methodologies used in 
reaching the conclusions set forth therein, 
shall issue a report to the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget and the 
Congress on August 25 of the calendar year 
in which such fiscal year begins, estimating 
the budget base levels of total revenues and 
total budget outlays for such fiscal year, 
identifying the amount of any deficit excess 
for such fiscal year, stating whether such 
deficit excess will be greater than 
$10,000,000,000 <zero in the case of fiscal 
year 1991>, specifying the estimated rate of 
real economic growth for such fiscal year, 
for each quarter of such fiscal year. and for 
each of the last two quarters of the preced
ing fiscal year, indicating whether the esti
mate includes two or more consecutive quar
ters of negative economic growth, and speci
fying <if the excess is greater than 
$10,000,000,000, or zero in the case of fiscal 
year 1991) the percentages by which de
fense and non-defense accounts must be re
duced during such fiscal year in order to 
eliminate such deficit excess. Such report 
shall be based on the estimates, determina
tions, and specifications contained in the 
report submitted by the Directors under 
subsection <a> and shall utilize the budget 
base, criteria, and guidelines set forth in 
subsection <a><6> and in sections 255, 256, 
and 257. 

"(B) CONTENTS OF REPORT.-The report of 
the Comptroller General under this para
graph shall contain such views as the Comp
troller General considers appropriate con-

cerning the estimates, determinations, and 
specifications contained in the report sub
mitted by the Directors under subsection 
(a). The report of the Comptroller General 
shall explain fully any differences between 
the contents of such report and the report 
of the Directors under subsection <a>. 

" (2) REPORT TO PRESIDENT AND CONGRESS BY 
THE DIRECTOR OF OMB.-

"(A) REPORT TO BE BASED ON GAO REPORT.
The Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget shall review and consider the 
report issued by the Comptroller General 
under paragraph < 1 > of this subsection for 
the fiscal year and, with due regard for the 
data, assumptions, and methodologies used 
in reaching the conclusions set forth there
in, shall issue a report to the President and 
the Congress on September 1 of the calen
dar year in which such fiscal year begins, es
timating the budget base levels of total rev
enues and total budget outlays for such 
fiscal year, identifying the amount of any 
deficit excess for such fiscal year, stating 
whether such deficit excess will be greater 
than $10,000,000,000 <zero in the case of 
fiscal year 1991>, specifying the estimated 
rate of real economic growth for such fiscal 
year, for each quarter of such fiscal year, 
and for each of the last two quarters of the 
preceding fiscal year, indicating whether 
the estimate includes two or more consecu
tive quarters of negative economic growth, 
and specifying <if the excess is greater than 
$10,000,000,000, or zero in the case of fiscal 
year 1991>. by account, for non-defense pro
grams, and by account and programs, 
projects, and activities within each account, 
for defense programs, the base from which 
reductions are taken and the amounts and 
percentages by which such accounts must 
be reduced during such fiscal year in order 
to eliminate such deficit excess. Such report 
shall be based on the estimates, determina
tions, and specifications, and views of the 
Comptroller General under paragraph < 1 > 
and shall utilize the budget base, criteria, 
and guidelines set forth in subsection <a><6> 
and in sections 255, 256, and 257. 

"(B) CONTENTS OF REPORT.-The report of 
the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget under this paragraph shall

"(i) provide for the determination of re
ductions in the manner specified in subsec
tion <a><3>; 

"(ii) contain estimates, determinations, 
and specifications for all of the items con
tained in the report submitted by the Direc
tors under subsection <a>; and 

"(iii) state whether the estimates, deter
minations, and specifications contained 
therein are consistent with the views con
tained in the report of the Comptroller 
General under paragraph <l><B>. and, if not, 
shall justify the reasons for any deviation.". 

<2> Section 251(c) is amended-
<A> in subparagraph <A> of paragraph 

(2)-

(i) by striking out "President" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget", 

(ii) by striking out "subsection Cb)" and in
serting in lieu thereof "subsection <b>< 1>". 
and 

<HD by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new sentence: "Such report shall be 
based upon the same economic and techni
cal assumptions, employ the same method
ologies, and utilize the same definition of 
the budget base and the same criteria and 
guidelines as the report submitted by the 
Comptroller General under subsection 
(b)(l) <except that subdivision <II) of sub
section (a)(6)(D)(i) shall not apply)."; 

<B> by striking out subparagraph <B> of 
paragraph <2> and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following new subparagraph: 

"<B> The report of the Comptroller Gen
eral under this paragraph shall revise <to 
the extent necessary> the views contained in 
the report submitted pursuant to subsection 
<b>O><B>."; and 

<C> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

" (3) REPORT BY THE DIRECTOR OF OMB.
"(A) On October 15 of the fiscal year, the 

Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget shall submit to the President and 
the Congress a report revising the report 
submitted by the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget under subsection 
<b><2>, adjusting the estimates, determina
tions, and specifications contained in that 
report to the extent necessary in the light 
of the revised report submitted to the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and 
Budget by the Comptroller General under 
paragraph <2> of this subsection. 

"(B) The revised report of the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget 
under this paragraph shall provide for the 
determination of reductions as specified in 
subsection <a><3>. shall contain all of the es
timates, determinations, and specifications 
required <in the case of the report submit
ted under subsection <b><2» pursuant to 
subsection <b><2><B><iD, and shall justify 
any deviation between the revised report of 
the Director under this paragraph and the 
report of the Comptroller General under 
paragraph (2). 

"(C) The revised report of the Director 
under this paragraph shall contain esti
mates, determinations, and specifications 
for all of the items contained in the initial 
report and shall be based on the same eco
nomic and technical assumptions, employ 
the same methodologies, and utilize the 
same definition of the budget base and the 
same criteria and guidelines as those used in 
the report submitted by the Director under 
subsection <b><2> <except that subdivision 
<II> of subsection <a><6><D><D shall not 
apply), and shall provide for the determina
tion of reductions in the manner specified in 
subsection <a><3>. 

"<D> The revised report of the Director 
under this paragraph for a fiscal year shall 
not contain, with respect to any item, an 
amount of budget authority, outlays, spend
ing authority <as defined in section 40l<c><2> 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974), 
revenues, obligation limitation, obligated 
balances, unobligated balances, loan guaran
tee commitments, or direct loan obligations, 
which is different than the amount of 
budget authority, outlays, spending author
ity <as so defined), revenues, obligation limi
tation, obligated balances, unobligated bal
ances, loan guarantee commitments, or 
direct loan obligations specified for such 
item in the report of the Director under 
subsection <b><2> for such fiscal year unless, 
after the Director submits the report re
quired under such subsection <b><2>-

"(i) legislation is enacted, 
"(ii) a final regulation is promulgated, or 
"<iii) a notice of a sale of assets is pub-

lished in accordance with subsection (}), 
which requires a change in the estimate of 
such budget authority, outlays, spending au
thority <as so defined), revenues, obligation 
limitation, obligated balances, unobligated 
balances, loan guarantee commitments, or 
direct loan obligations for such item.". 

<3><A> Section 25He> is amended by strik
ing out "Directors or the Comptroller Gen
eral" and inserting in lieu thereof "Direc-
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tors, the Comptroller General, or the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and 
Budget". 

<B> Section 251(f) is amended by striking 
out "subsections <b> and <c><2>" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "subsections <b>O> and 
<c><2>, and the reports of the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget submit
ted to the Congress under subsections <b><2> 
and (C)(3),". 

<c> PRESIDENTIAL ORDERS.-0> Section 
252<a> is amended-

<A> by striking out "Comptroller General" 
the first place it appears in paragraph O> 
and inserting in lieu thereof "Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget"; 

<B> by striking out "section 25l(b)" each 
place it appears in paragraphs <1> and <3> 
and inserting in lieu thereof "section 251 
(b)(2)''; 

<C> by striking out "September 1" in para
graph <1> and inserting in lieu thereof "Sep
tember 3"; and 

<D> by striking out "COMPTROLLER GENER
AL'S" in the heading for paragraph <3> and 
inserting in lieu thereof "DIRECTOR'S". 

<2> Section 252<b> is amended-
<A> by strikirig out "Comptroller General" 

each place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Director of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget"; 

<B> by striking out "section 251(b)" each 
place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof 
"section 25Hb><2>"; 

<C> by striking out "section 251(c)(2)'' 
each place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof "section 251Cc)(3)''; and 

<D> by striking out "October 15" in para
graph < 1) and inserting in lieu thereof "Oc
tober 17". 

(d) TERMINATION OR MODIFICATION PROCE
DURES.-( 1) Section 25Hd> is amended by 
striking out paragraph (3). 

<2> The last sentence of section 251<c>O> is 
amended by striking out "and authorized 
under subsection <d><3><D><D". 

(3) Section 256(1)(2) is amended by strik
ing out ", in accordance with section 
25l<d)(3),". 

<e> TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-0> Section 
254<b><1><A> is amended by striking out 
"Comptroller General under section 
25Hc><2>" and inserting in lieu thereof "Di
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget under section 25l<c><3>". 

<2> Section 274<f><5> is amended by strik
ing out "section 25l<b) or <c><2>" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "section 25Hb><2> or 
(C)(3)". 

<3> Section 274(h) is amended-
<A> by striking out "Comptroller General" 

the first place it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof "Director of the Office of Man
agement and Budget"; and 

<B> by striking out "Comptroller General 
under section 251 <b> or <c><2>" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget under section 251 
<b><2> or <c><3>". 

(f) EcONOMIC AsSUMPTIONS; METHODOLO
GY.-( 1) Section 251 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsec
tions: 

"(h) ECONOMIC AsSUMPTIONS.-
"0) REQUIRED ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS FOR 

FISCAL YEAR 1987.-In prepating each report 
required under this section for fiscal year 
1987, the Director of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget, the Director of the Con
gressional Budget Office, and the Comptrol
ler General shall use the following economic 
assumptions: 

"The average level of the nominal gross 
national product is $4,438 billion for fiscal 
year 1987. 

"The average level of the real gross na
tional product is $3, 788.6 billion for fiscal 
year 1987. 

"The average level of the gross national 
product deflator index is 117 .2 for fiscal 
year 1987. 

"The average level of the CPI-U index is 
334.8 for fiscal year 1987. 

"The average level of the CPI-W index is 
330.0 for fiscal year 1987. 

"The average level of the civilian unem
ployment rate is 6.8 percent for fiscal year 
1987. 

"The average level of the three-month 
Treasury bill rate is 6.2 percent for fiscal 
year 1987. 

"The average level of the ten-year govern
ment bond rate is 7 .6 percent for fiscal year 
1987. 

"The average level of corporate profits 
<economic) is $332.6 billion for fiscal year 
1987. 

"The average level of wage and salary dis
bursements is $2,184.2 billion for fiscal year 
1987. 

"The average level of other taxable 
income is $893.0 billion for fiscal year 1987. 

"The average level of the capital con
sumption adjustment is $55.6 billion for 
fiscal year 1987. 

"The average level of the inventory valu
ation adjustment is -$6.6 billion for fiscal 
year 1987. 

"The average level of refiners' acquisition 
cost for oil is $12.98 per barrel for fiscal 
year 1987. 

"(2) FISCAL YEARS 1988 THROUGH 1991.
"(A) REPORTS BY THE DIRECTORS AND THE 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL.-By July 25 of the 
calendar year in which a fiscal year begins 
<beginning with fiscal year 1988), the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and 
Budget, the Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office, and the Comptroller General 
shall each submit to the Temporary Joint 
Committee on Deficit Reduction established 
by section 27 4 a report proposing economic 
assumptions <for each of the items specified 
in paragraph 0)) for use by the Directors 
and the Comptroller General in preparing 
each report required by subsections <a>. Cb), 
and <c> for such fiscal year. 

"(B) REPORTING OF JOINT RESOLUTION.
The Temporary Joint Committee on Deficit 
Reduction established under section 274 
may, at any time before September 15 of 
the calendar year in which a fiscal year 
begins <beginning with fiscal year 1988), 
report to the Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives a joint resolution for such fiscal 
year which-

"(i} specifies, for one or more economic as
sumptions, the amount <within the range of 
the amounts proposed for each such eco
nomic assumption by the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, the Di
rector of the Congressional Budget Office, 
and the Comptroller General in the reports 
required under subparagraph <A» for such 
economic assumption for such fiscal year; 

"<ii) directs the Directors and the Comp
troller General to use the amount specified 
in such joint resolution for each such eco
nomic assumption in preparing each report 
required under subsections <a>. Cb), and <c> 
for such fiscal year; and 

"<iii> directs the President to modify the 
most recent order (if any) issued under sec
tion 252 for such fiscal year in a manner 
which implements the amount specified in 
such joint resolution for each such econom
ic assumption. 

"<C> PRocEDuREs.-The provisions relating 
to the consideration of joint resolutions 

under section 254<a><4> shall apply to the 
consideration of a joint resolution reported 
pursuant to subparagraph <B>. except that 
debate in each House shall be limited to two 
hours. 

"(D) ACTION IF ECONOMIC ASSUMPTION IS 
NOT SPECIFIED BY JOINT RESOLUTION.-ln any 
case in which a joint resolution is not en
acted under this paragraph specifying an 
amount for an economic assumption for a 
fiscal year, the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget, the Director of 
the Congressional Budget Office, and the 
Comptroller General shall use the amount 
for such _economic assumption proposed by 
such Director or Comptroller General in the 
report required under subparagraph <A> for 
the fiscal year in preparing the reports re
quired by subsections <a>, (b), and <c> for 
such fiscal year. 

"(E) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this 
paragraph, the term 'range of amounts' 
means, with respect to an economic assump
tion, any of the amounts for such economic 
assumption which is-

"(i) not less than the lesser of the 
amounts proposed for such economic as
sumption by either Director or by the 
Comptroller General in the reports required 
by subparagraph <A> for a fiscal year; or 

"(ii) not more than the higher of the 
amounts proposed for such economic as
sumption used by either Director or the 
Comptroller General in such reports. 

"(i} BUDGETARY RESOURCE-OUTLAY 
RATIOS.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-
"(A) BASIC RULE.-Except as provided in 

paragraph <2> and in subparagraph <E>, in 
preparing each report required under this 
section for a fiscal year, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, the Di
rector of the Congressional Budget Office, 
and the Comptroller General shall calculate 
budget outlays resulting from each item of 
budgetary resources <specified in subclauses 
<D through <VII> of subparagraph <F><D> 
for an account in accordance with this sub
section, for purposes of-

"(i> determining under subsection <a> 
budget base levels of budget outlays for 
such fiscal year; 

"<ii> determining the amount of budget 
outlays for such fiscal year for defense pro
grams to which subsections <a><3><E><ii> and 
Cd) apply; and 

"<iii> determining the amount of budget 
outlays for such fiscal year for non-defense 
programs to which subsection <a><3><F><iv> 
applies. 

"(B) COMPUTATION RULES.-For purposes 
of subparagraph <A>. in order to determine 
the amount of budget outlays for a fiscal 
year resulting from an item of budgetary re
sources for each account to which clause <D. 
(ii), or <iii> of such subparagraph applies, 
the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget, the Director of the Congres
sional Budget Office, and the Comptroller 
General shall make the following determi
nations: 

"(i) The amount of such item of budget
ary resources for such at;count for such 
fiscal year shall be determined. 

"(ii) The ratio described in subparagraph 
<C> shall be determined for such item of 
budgetary resources for such account. 

"<iii> The amount of budget outlays re
sulting from such item of budgetary re
sources for such account for such fiscal year 
shall be equal to the product of the amount 
determined under clause <D of this subpara
graph for such item of budgetary resources 
multiplied by the ratio determined under 
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clause <ii> of this subparagraph for such 
item of budgetary resources. 

"(C) DETERMINATION OF RATIO.-For each 
item of budgetary resources for each ac
count, the ratio referred to in clause (ii) of 
such paragraph <B> shall be equal to the 
quotient of-

"(i) the amount of budget outlays speci
fied as the average of the amounts of 
budget outlays proposed by each of the Di
rectors for fiscal year 1986 for such account 
in the first appendix of the report submit
ted by the Directors under subsection <a> 
for fiscal year 1986 <as such report was 
modified by the report of the Comptroller 
General under subsection (b) for such fiscal 
year and reaffirmed by H.J. Res. 672, as 
adopted on July 17, 1986), except as provid
ed by subparagraph <D> of this paragraph, 
divided by 

"(ii) the amount for such item of budget
ary resources specified as the average of the 
amounts for such item proposed by each of 
the Directors for fiscal year 1986 for such 
account in such appendix. 

"(D) ACCOUNTS WITH MORE THAN ONE ITEM 
OF BUDGETARY RESOURCES.-In any case in 
which, in the appendix described in sub
paragraph <C><i>. there is-

"(i) more than one item of budgetary re
sources for an account to which clause <D. 
(ii), or <iii> of subparagraph <A> applies; 

"(ii) or an excluded budgetary resource 
for such an account, 
the amount of budget outlays for each such 
item of budgetary resources, for purposes of 
subparagraph <C><O. shall be the amount of 
budget outlays determined by the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget, 
the Director of the Congressional Budget 
Office, or the Comptroller General, as the 
case may be, that was associated with such 
item of budgetary resources for fiscal year 
1986 in the preparation of such appendix. 

"(E) EXCEPTION.-
"(i) Subparagraph <A> shall not apply to 

the calculation of budget outlays resulting 
from an item of budgetary resources for an 
account if the appendix described in clause 
(i) of subparagraph <C> does not specify the 
amount of budget outlays described in such 
subparagraph or the amount for an item of 
budgetary resources described in clause (ii) 
of such subparagraph. 

"(ii) In preparing the reports under sub
sections <a> and <c><I> for a fiscal year, the 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget and the Director of the Congression
al Budget Office shall calculate the budget 
outlays resulting from an item of budgetary 
resources described in clause <D in the same 
manner as the budget outlays resulting 
from such item were calculated by such Di
rector for purposes of determining the 
budget base level of total outlays under sub
section <a><U<A> for fiscal year 1986. 

"(F) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this 
subsection-

"(i) the term 'item of budgetary resources' 
means-

"(!) budget authority; 
"<ID spending authority <as defined in sec

tion 401Cc)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974>; 

"<III> offsetting collection amounts for 
spending authority <as so defined>; 

"<IV> direct loan limitations; 
"(V) obligation limitations; 
"CVI> unobligated balances for defense 

programs; and 
"<VII> budget authority for programs sub

ject to special sequestration rules; and 
"(ii) the term 'excluded budgetary re

source' means-

"CD spending authority <as defined in sec
tion 401Cc)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974> for automatic spending in
creases; 

"<II> direct loan floors; 
"(Ill) guaranteed loan limitations; 
"<IV> guaranteed loan floors; 
"CV> unobligated balances for administra

tive expenses; and 
"CVI> budget authority for automatic 

spending increases. 
"(2) PROPOSAL OF ALTERNATIVE RATIOS.
"(A) IN GENERAL.-By June 20 of the calen

dar year in which a fiscal year begins <be
ginning with fiscal year 1988), the Directors 
may submit a joint report to the Temporary 
Joint Committee on Deficit Reduction es
tablished under section 274(f) which pro
poses, for one or more items of budgetary 
resources, the use, for purposes of para
graph <I>. of a ratio for such fiscal year 
which is different than the ratio prescribed 
by subparagraph <C> of such paragraph. 
The report shall include, for each such item 
for which a different ratio is recommended, 
an explanation of the reasons why the ratio 
prescribed by paragraph (l)(C) is no longer 
adequate for purposes of paragraph <I> and 
a justification for the ratio proposed for 
such account. 

"(B) REPORTING OF JOINT RESOLUTION.
Within 5 days after receiving a report under 
subparagraph <A>. the Temporary Joint 
Committee may report to the Senate and 
the House of Representatives a joint resolu
tion affirming the report submitted under 
subparagraph <A>. The provisions relating 
to the consideration of joint resolutions 
under section 254<a><4> shall apply to the 
consideration of a joint resolution reported 
pursuant to this subparagraph, except that 
debate in each House shall be limited to two 
hours. 

"(C) EFFECT OF JOINT RESOLUTION.-If a 
joint resolution is enacted under subpara
graph CB) for a fiscal year, the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget, the 
Director of the Congressional Budget 
Office, and -the Comptroller General shall 
each, in preparing each report required 
under this section for such fiscal year, use 
for each item of budgetary resources for 
which a ratio is contained in the report sub
mitted under subparagraph <A>, the ratio 
contained in such report <as affirmed pursu
ant to such joint resolution). 

" (j) COMPUTATION OF BUDGET BASE 0UT
LA YS RESULTING FROM OBLIGATED BAL
ANCES.-In determining the amount of 
budget base outlays resulting from obligat
ed balances for defense programs and non
defense programs for a fiscal year for pur
poses of the reports required under subsec
tions <a> and <c>< 1>-

"0) the Director of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget shall use the methodology 
used by such Director in determining such 
budget base outlays in the report required 
under subsection <a> for fiscal year 1986; 
and 

"(2) the Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office shall use the methodology 
used by such Director in determining such 
budget base outlays in the report required 
under subsection <a> for fiscal year 1986. 

"(k) FEDERAL REGULATIONS.-Except as 
provided in subsection <a><6><D>(ii), in pre
paring each report required under this sec
tion for a fiscal year, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, the Di
rector of the Congressional Budget Office, 
and the Comptroller General shall assume 
that only regulations which have been pro
mulgated as final regulations by August 15 

of the calendar year in which the fiscal year 
begins (with respect to reports required 
under subsection <a> or Cb) for such fiscal 
year), or by October 5 of the fiscal year 
<with respect to reports required under sub
section <c> for such fiscal year), shall be in 
effect during such fiscal year. 

"(}) AssET SALEs.-In preparing each 
report required under this section for a 
fiscal year, the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget, the Director of 
the Congressional Budget Office, and the 
Comptroller General shall assume that the 
sale of an asset by the Federal Government 
will occur during such fiscal year only if a 
final notice of sale during such fiscal year 
<including a description of the asset to be 
sold and the date of sale> is published in the 
Federal Register by August 15 of the calen
dar year in which such fiscal year begins 
<with respect to reports required under sub
section (a) or Cb> for such fiscal year), or by 
October 5 of the fiscal year <with respect to 
reports required under subsection <c> for 
such fiscal year>. 

"(m) PAY INCREASES.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-In preparing each report 

required under this section for a fiscal year, 
the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget, the Director of the Congres
sional Budget Office, and the Comptroller 
General shall-

"<A> include amounts of budgetary re
sources and budget outlays necessary to pay 
for any Federal pay adjustments for statu
tory pay systems if such adjustments have 
been recommended by the President or, not
withstanding subsection <a><6>CD)(i), have 
been enacted by law; 

"CB> include amounts of budgetary re
sources and budget outlays necessary to pay 
for any pay adjustments for elements of 
military pay if such adjustments occur pur
suant to law or are specifically enacted by 
law; and 

"CC> assume that the percentage of the 
amounts of budgetary resources and budget 
outlays necessary to pay for such adjust
ments that will be absorbed by all Federal 
agencies will not exceed the average <for the 
three most recently completed pay adjust
ment absorption fiscal years> of the percent
ages of such amounts absorbed by Federal 
agencies for such fiscal years. 

"(2) DETERMINATION OF AGENCIES ABSORBING 
PAY ADUSTMENTS.-For purposes of para
graph <U<C>. a Federal agency shall be 
treated as having absorbed a percentage of 
pay adjustment for a fiscal year only if-

"<A> a pay adjustment becomes effective 
with respect to the agency in such fiscal 
year, and 

"CB> a bill or joint resolution making sup
plemental appropriations for pay <including, 
in the case of members of the uniformed 
services, elements of military pay) was en
acted with respect to the agency for such 
fiscal year. 

"(3) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this 
subsection-

" (A) the term 'budgetary resources' in
cludes any of the types of budgetary re
sources described in clauses (i) and (ii) of 
subsection (i)(l)(F); 

"CB) the term 'pay adjustment absorption 
fiscal year' means a fiscal year in which-

" ( i) a pay adjustment becomes effective 
with respect to any Federal agency, and 

"<ii> a bill or joint resolution making sup
plemental appropriations for pay <including, 
in the case of members of the uniformed 
services, elements of military pay) for such 
fiscal year is enacted for any Federal agency 

. 
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with respect to which such an adjustment 
becomes effective. 

"CC> the term 'statutory pay system' has 
the same meaning as in section 256Cg)C2><A>; 
and 

"CD> the term 'elements of military pay' 
has the same meaning as in section 
256(g)(2)(B). 

"(n) FARM DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS.-In pre
paring each report required under this sec
tion for fiscal year 1987, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, the Di
rector of the Congressional Budget Office, 
and the Comptroller General shall assume 
that advance deficiency payments shall be 
made available to producers who agree to 
participate in an acreage limitation or set
aside program for the crop year relating to 
such fiscal year based on an amount under 
section 107C<a><2><F><iii> of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1445b-2<a><2><F><iiD> 
of-

"( 1) in the case of wheat and feed grains, 
40 percent of the projected payment rate, as 
determined by the Secretary of Agriculture; 
and 

"(2) in the case of upland cotton and rice, 
30 percent of the projected payment rate, as 
determined by such Secretary.". 

(g) ENTITLEMENTS.-Section 25l<a)(6)(A) is 
amended by inserting before the semicolon 
a comma and "including the continuation of 
current law with respect to entitlements 
funded through annual appropriation Acts 
and with respect to the Food Stamp Act of 
1977". 

(h) COMPLIANCE REPORT.-Section 253 is 
amended to read as follows: 
" SEC. 253. COMPLIANCE REPORT BY COMPTROLLER 

GENERAL. 

"On or before November 15 of each fiscal 
year, the Comptroller General shall submit 
to the Congress and the President a report 
on-

"(1) the extent to which the President's 
order issued under section 252<b> for such 
fiscal year complies with all of the require
ments contained in section 252, either certi
fying that the order fully and accurately 
complies with such requirements or indicat
ing the respects in which it does not; 

"(2) the extent to which each report of 
the Director of the Office and Management 
and Budget under section 25l<b)(2) and 
<c><3> for such fiscal year complies with all 
of the requirements contained in this part, 
either certifying that the order fully and ac
curately complies with such requirements or 
indicating the respects in which it does not; 
and 

"<3> any recommendations of the Comp
troller General for improving the proce
dures set forth in this part.". 

(i) EXEMPT PROGRAM.-Section 255(g){l) is 
amended by inserting before the first item 
relating to the Western Area Power Admin
istration the following new item: 

"Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority, Interest payments <46-0300-0-1-
401>;". 

(j) TEMPORARY JOINT COMMITTEE.-Section 
274(f) is amended-

(!) in paragraph (1) by inserting "on or 
after the date of the enactment of the Bal
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con
trol Reaffirmation Act of 1986" after "in
validated"; and 

<2> in paragraph <2>-
<A> by striking out "Upon the invalidation 

of any such procedure there" in the first 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
"There"; 

<B> by striking out "and" before "to 
report" in the third sentence and inserting 
in lieu thereof a comma; and 

<C> by inserting before the period in the 
third sentence a comma and "and to carry 
out the functions specified in subsections 
Ch) and m of section 251". 

(k) APPLICABILITY.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply only with 
respect to any report required to be submit
ted, for fiscal year 1982, and any order 
issued for fiscal year 1987, after the date of 
enactment of this Act under part C of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 
SEC. 203. RESTORATION OF AUTHORITY OF COMP

TROLLER GENERAL. 
(a) If, at any time after the date of enact

ment of this Act, legislation is enacted 
which-

O><A> establishes the Comptroller Gener
al of the United States as an officer of the 
executive branch of the Government, or 

<B> establishes an independent agency in 
the executive branch of the Government to 
carry out the functions of the Comptroller 
General which are executive in nature; and 

<2> provides that this section will become 
effective upon the enactment of the legisla
tion, 
the provisions of sections 251, 252, 253, and 
254 of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985 <as in effect on 
the date of enactment of such Act> shall be 
restored or revived and shall be effective as 
if this Act, and the amendments made by 
this Act, had not been enacted. 

Cb) If, pursuant to subsection <a>. the pro
visions of sections 251, 252, 253, and 254 of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 are restored and re
vived, the responsibilities assigned by such 
Act <as so revived and restored) to the 
Comptroller General shall be carried out 
by-

( 1 > the Comptroller General <if provisions 
of law described in subsection <a>O><A> have 
been enacted>; or 

<2> the head of the agency established 
pursuant to provisions of law described in 
subsection <a>O><B>. 
as the case may be. 
SEC. 204. MODIFICATION OF DEADLINE FOR SUB

MISSION Of<' PRESIDENT'S BUDGET. 

<a> Section 1105<a> of title 31, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out 
"first Monday after January 3 of each year 
<or on or before February 5 in 1986)" and in
serting in lieu thereof "first Tuesday in Feb
ruary of each year". 

<b> Section 300 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 is amended by striking 
out "First Monday after January 3" and in
serting in lieu thereof "First Tuesday in 
February". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
FOLEY] is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, we are at 
I think the end of a very long legisla
tive day. 

Under the agreement just adopted 
by the House, each side will debate the 
question of disagreeing with the 
Senate amendment for 15 minutes. I 
will yield time as requested, but very 
simply put, this is a question of wheth
er we want to accept for a period of 1 
year the Senate amendment, the so
called Gramm II amendment. That 
amendment extends for beyond 1 year 
in its full form. We are considering 

whether to accept it for the first year. 
If we do accept it, Members should be 
advised that certain consequences will 
follow. We will have an automatic se
questration and that sequestration will 
occur by order of the Office of Man
agement and Budget, which is incorpo
rated into the amendment as a re
placement for the Comptroller Gener
al. 

As a consequence of the other f ea
tures of the bill, the requirement for 
the sequestration order to be avoided 
will not be a matter of some $10 billion 
or so more than our present reconcilia
tion targets, but approximately $16 
billion more; so we will be setting for 
ourselves an approximately 50 percent 
higher level of additional reductions in 
deficit. 

Beyond that, we will have estab
lished a principle which many in this 
House believe is undesirable that an 
executive agency of the United States, 
the Office of Management and 
Budget, should make a determination 
to the President putting in effect an 
automatic sequestration order. 

Last year when Gramm-Rudman
Hollings was passed, it contained a 
provision authored by one of its distin
guished sponsors, Senator RUDMAN, of 
a so-called fallback position, in the 
event the Comptroller General feature 
of that bill was found to be unconsti
tutional, indeed the Supreme Court so 
found it this year, and the fallback po
sition is now in effect. 

We believe that it should remain in 
effect and we should utilize this provi
sion to deal with the deficits that we 
face and the deficit reduction targets 
that we have undertaken to meet. 
If we do so, the Joint Committee on 

the Budget will make its report to the 
Speaker and to the President of the 
Senate on the eighth day of Septem
ber when we return from our recess 
and the House will vote on that matter 
within 5 legislative days thereafter. 

The most important thing is that we 
will undertake early in September a 
reconciliation bill which will meet the 
target of $153.999 billion, below $154 
billion, and thus achieve the goals of 
Gramm-Rudman. 

What is important is not the mecha
nism by which we reach these targets, 
but the reaching of the targets. 

We believe the present mechanism is 
sufficient. 

Indeed, we believe it is preferable to 
one in which the constitutional re
sponsibilities and powers of this House 
are delegated to an executive agency. 

For many reasons, because it is more 
efficient, because it is more constitu
tional in tradition and spirit and be
cause it will not add additional bur
dens for us to meet with respect to the 
reconciliation, I strongly urge that we 
disagree to the Senate amendment 
and stay with the present provisions of 
the Gramm-Rudman bill. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 

the gentleman from Washington yield 
time? 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 
minutes to the minority leader, the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL]. 

Mr. MICHEL. Might I inquire on our 
side if there are those who would like 
to be recognized for any time? 

I have no speakers, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

back the balance of my time. 
Mr. LUNDINE. Mr. Speaker, when Holly

wood makes a hit movie, it is frequently fol
lowed by a sequel. Often the sequel is a 
flawed and shoddy piece of work, simply de
signed to capitalize on the success of the first 
effort. Today in Washington we are seeing the 
same phenomenon. In December we passed 
the Gramm-Rudman law. Now we may be 
asked to vote on a sequel, Gramm-Rudman II. 

In this case, the sequel isn't worth the price 
of admission. 

Last December 11, 271 Members of the 
House of Representatives voted for the 
Gramm-Rudman bill. I cast my vote in favor of 
that legislation. 

I voted for Gramm-Rudman because I be
lieved that it would halt the misguided fiscal 
policies of the last 5 years. Under the Reagan 
administration, this Government has lived far 
beyond its means, spending money on the 
military like a drunken sailor and running up 
bills that have doubled our national debt. We 
have undermined our economy and mort
gaged our future. 

I voted for Gramm-Rudman in order to put a 
stop to all that. 

I voted for Gramm-Rudman because it set 
deficit targets that we must meet to balance 
the budget by 1991. Those targets have taken 
the idea of fiscal responsibility out of the 
realm of abstract consideration and made it 
into a tangible and enforceable set of goals. 

And I voted for Gramm-Rudman because it 
provided an effective way of forcing the Presi
dent and Congress to meet those deficit tar
gets. Gramm-Rudman contained an automatic 
cutting process, which threatened both de
fense and domestic programs with across-the
board cuts, if the President and Congress 
could not come up with another budget pack
age. The threat of these cuts was designed to 
force Congress and the President-and the 
people they represent-to reach a reasonable 
consensus for reducing the deficit. Gramm
Rudman also included a "fallback" provision, 
in case the automatic cutting process was 
ruled unconstitutional. This backup provision is 
now in effect. 

In my view, Gramm-Rudman has worked. It 
has made Democrats and Republicans come 
to terms with the spending policies of the last 
5 years. It has forced us to cut the deficit, to 
hold the line on defense, and to reassert the 
priorities that are important to our country. 

I voted for Gramm-Rudman in December 
and I would vote again for it today. 

But now we are being asked to vote on a 
new bill, called Gramm-Rudman II. This legis
lation would provide a new kind of automatic 
cutting mechanism, to replace the one that 
was ruled unccnstitu!ional. 

I oppose Gramm-Rudman II as vigorously 
as I supported Gramm-Rudman I. 
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I oppose Gramm-Rudman II because it is 
unnecessary. We already have a "fallback" 
procedure in the existing law to enforce our 
budget targets. I am against Gramm-Rudman 
II because it is ill timed. The new fiscal year 
will be here in October, and we still have 
more budget trimming in order to meet the 
deficit targets. In the next few years, we 
should concentrate our efforts on debating the 
real issues of spending and revenues. We 
cannot afford to waste our time in devising 
new, intricate budget procedures. 

Above all, though, I oppose Gramm
Rudman II because it will not help us reverse 
the misguided priorities policies of the last 5 
years, but will only advance them. Gramm
Rudman I worked to bring the Federal Gov
ernment to its senses because it threatened a 
wide array of defense and domestic programs 
with automatic cuts. The budget ax was held 
in the hands of the Comptroller General, who 
could be trusted to carry out the automatic 
cuts impartially. 

Gramm-Rudman II, on the other hand, puts 
the automatic cutting process in the hands of 
the President's hatchet man, the Director of 
OMS. It is therefore fatally flawed. It gives the 
President the ultimate say over which pro
grams will be cut or spared. Rather than put
ting a halt to the budget madness of the last 5 
years, as Gramm-Rudman I promised to do, 
Gramm-Rudman II will only perpetuate the 
misguided priorities of the Reagan Administra
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, let no one be confused. The 
original Gramm-Rudman legislation is far su
perior to the new proposal. Gramm-Rudman 
has allowed us to pursue progressive govern
ment with fiscal responsibility. Gramm
Rudman II would sabotage those efforts. In 
my view, we must stand by our original vote 
on Gramm-Rudman and maintain the respon
sible course we have set. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
opposition to including in the temporary debt 
ceiling bill the so-called fix to the Gramm
Rudman-Hollings law. 

The authors of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings II 
would like us to believe that this provision is 
simply a technical fix of the original law to 
bring it into compliance with the recent Su
preme Court decision that struck down the 
law's automatic trigger mechanism. I submit 
that fix is a most appropriate word to use with 
respect to Gramm-Rudman-Hollings II be
cause that is precisely what it will do to the 
legislative branch of Government. 

If we vote to approve this amendment, we 
will be transferring the core of Congress' 
power over the Federal pursestrings to the in
dividual in the executive branch who is hand
picked by the President to use the budget 
process to implement the President's political 
agenda. Some members of the legislative 
branch are most willing and eager to hand 
over vast and dangerous power to the head of 
the President's Office of Management and 
Budget. My colleagues, we in this body cannot 
allow this to happen. Do we want this prece
dent. 

Pages, chapters, and books have been writ
ten-some of them by former Directors of 
OMS themselves-about the number-cooking 
process that lies at the core of OMB's oper
ations. It is well-documented that the budget 

estimates prepared by the Directors of OMS 
bear virtually no relation to reality. Instead, 
they quite simply reflect the political wishes 
and desires of the man in the White House 
who can hire and fire them. 

Supporters of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings II 
would have you believe that the OMB Direc
tor's responsibilities under this amendment 
would be little more than a mechanical ac
countant's function-a "green eyeshade" role. 
This amendment gives the Director of OMB 
the same responsibilities, however, that the 
law gave originally to the Comptroller General. 
Barely a month ago, the Supreme Court 
struck down the Comptroller General's role in 
the original law precisely because it was not a 
mechanical function, but in fact, because it 
gave him the ultimate authority to determine 
the budget cuts to be made. 

So, my colleagues, do not be deceived by 
assurances that this amendment has been 
drafted so tightly that we have tied the hands 
of the Director of OMB. The truth is that adop
tion of this amendment will transfer to the Di
rector of OMB the authority to make the hun
dreds of discretionary decisions that are re
quired to implement the Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings deficit reduction process. 

As we all know, there is another way that 
we can meet the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
deficit targets before the end of this Con
gress-we can let the law operate the way it 
was written. The original Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings law contained a "fallback" mechanism 
which requires that Congress itself vote, and 
the President sign, any reductions necessary 
to achieve the deficit reduction targets. 

Nobody argues that this would be a pleas
ant or painless process-but if the choices 
were easy, we would have made them a long 
time ago. The fact remains, however, that 
both Congress and the President were elected 
to make the tough choices as well as the 
easy ones. 

I urge you to join with me in opposing this 
provision. We owe it to ourselves and to this 
institution of which we are all a part. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, as we draw 
closer to a vote on legislation raising the 
public debt limit and the Gramm-Rudman II 
procedures attached to that bill and it be
comes increasingly critical that all Members 
understand the process the Senate is asking 
us to accept. 

I believe most Members-including those 
that voted for the original Gramm-Rudman bill 
as I did-are going to find the Senate propos
al unacceptable and the fallback process in 
the original Gramm-Rudman bill a much more 
attractive option as Congress faces the diffi
cult choices encompassed in reducing the 
Federal budget deficit. 

To summarize, the Senate proposal
Hands unprecedented new power to the 

Office of Management and Budget, undermin
ing the constitutional powers of the U.S. Con
gress; 

Allows OMB to trigger or detrigger seques
tration cuts in hundreds of Federal programs 
by manipulating economic assumptions; 

Would force Congress to vote, for the first 
time in its history, on economic assumptions 
such as unemployment, inflation, interest 
rates, and economic growth; 
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Would force Congress to vote on spend-out 

rates for hundreds of Federal programs; 
Threatens to lock in spend-out rates which 

would devastate vital programs such as de
fense procurement; 

Raises the same constitutional questions 
that resulted in the Supreme Court decision 
ruling the original Gramm-Rudman automatic 
cut process unconstitutional. 

In the wake of the shocking news that the 
fiscal year 1986 budget deficit will reach $230 
billion, we should not be wasting precious 
time trying to think up more procedural budget 
gimmicks. Instead we should be facing the 
tough choices and debating how best to 
reduce the deficit. 

The better path to deficit reduction is to 
stick with the fallback process contained in 
the original Gramm-Rudman bill. This fallback 
process requires the House to consider a se
questration report from CBO and OMB in early 
September. This report will call for across-the
board cuts of about $20 billion-$10 billion in 
defense and $10 billion in domestic programs. 
To avoid the need for these reductions we 
must, in September, pass a reconciliation bill 
and a continuing appropriations resolution 
which will take us under the Gramm-Rudman 
target of $154 billion. If we are successful, the 
updated CBO/OMB report on October 5 
called for in the backup process will tell us 
that no sequestration is necessary, that we 
have met our deficit reduction responsibilities 
for the year. 

OMB DESIGNS THE SEQUESTRATION ORDER 

In the first Gramm-Rudman bill the General 
Accounting Office was given the task of de
signing the sequestration orde(. Does the 
Congress trust the GAO? Yes. Does the GAO 
play it straight? Yes. That is why they were 
chosen for the job. 

Gramm-Rudman II gives OMB the final 
power to design sequestration. Does the Con
gress trust OMB to do an honest job in this 
task? Let me just review some of the events 
of the past 6 years to refresh all of our memo
ries. 

David Stockman tricks (from his book the 
Triumph of Politics): 

On problems of getting budget to balance in 
outyears: 

"Bookkeeping invention thus began its won
drous works." We invented the "magic aster
isk": If we couldn't find the savings in time
and we couldn't-we could issue an IOU. We 
would call it "future savings to be identified. 

"It was marvelously creative. A magic aster
isk item would cost negative $30 billion * * * 
$40 billion * * * whatever it took to get to a 
balanced budget in 1984 after we toted up all 
the individual budget cuts we'd actually ap
proved." p. 124 

On trying to make the deficit number ac
ceptable in the fiscal year 1982 budget: 

"We got out our economic shoehorn and 
tried to jimmy the forecast numbers until all 
the doctrines fit." p. 93 

On determining the inflation forecast for the 
fiscal year 1982: 

"Weidenbaum (Murray, chairman of Council 
of Economic Advisers) unfurled his scenario. 
There was a discontented rumbling from the 
monetarists and supply siders, accompanied 
by a few growls. Some finally taunted the pro
fessor. 

"What model did this come out of, Murray?" 
Weidenbaum glared at his inquisitor a moment 
and said, "It came right out of here." With that 
he slapped his belly with both hands. "My vis
ceral computer." He smiled. 

As a result "Nearly $200 billion in phantom 
revenues tumbled into our budget computer in 
one fell swoop." p. 96, 97 

CBO reestimates of President's deficit 
based on submitted budget over the past 6 
years (reestimates based on economic and 
technical assumptions): 

President's deficit increased by: 
Fiscal year 1982 budget: + $26.3 billion. 
Fiscal year 1983: + $23.9 billion. 
Fiscal year 1984: + $13.0 billion. 
Fiscal year 1985: + $7.0 billion. 
Fiscal year 1987: + $16.1 billion. 
I doubt that you can find one Member of 

Congress who is not aware of some budget or 
regulatory game that OMB has played in the 
past 6 years. Gramm-Rudman II suggests we 
put the entire sequestration power in their 
hands. Yes, there are some restrictions on 
what OMB can do with the sequestration 
order-the Senate recognizes how dangerous 
OMS can be and tried to tie their hands to 
some degree. But frankly, I do not have much 
confidence that anything we design will pre
vent OMB from finding loopholes and manipu
lating sequestration to fit the President's 
budget priorities. 

ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS 

As the summary explains, for the fiscal year 
1987 sequestration OMB must use 14 speci
fied economic assumptions in developing the 
sequestration order. In succeeding years, 
Congress must vote on new economic as
sumptions. If we fail to enact new assump
tions then OMB is on its own-it can use any 
assumptions it wants. 

The dangers here are that the Senate did 
not go nearly far enough in specifying all of 
the numbers which go into an economic fore
cast. In fact they only provide about 5 percent 
of the necessary numbers. This will allow 
OMB to play with the deficit estimate to the 
tune of $20 billion to $30 billion-up or down. 
This means the decision on whether seques
tration is necessary and how large it has to be 
is entirely out of the hands of Congress. The 
impact on hundreds of programs, in defense 
and domestic areas, will be subject to the 
whim of the OMS. 

In succeeding years things get even more 
complicated-and dangerous. Congress must 
vote on economic assumptions-unemploy
ment, inflation, interest rates and economic 
growth-and if we fail to pass them or if the 
President vetoes them then OMS is given a 
free hand in using its own economic assump
tions in developing the sequestration order for 
that year. 

Are these numbers we should be or want to 
be voting on? And do we really want to give 
OMB a shot at building in their own economic 
assumptions on the sequestration process for 
the next 4 years? I don't think so. 

CHANGES IN BA TO OUTLAY RATES 

Gramm-Rudman II requires that the spend
ing rates-budget authority to outlay ratios-in 
the fiscal year 1986 sequestration be used for 
fiscal year 1987 sequestration. In the out
years, fiscal year 1988 to fiscal year 1991, the 
same rates would be used unless new rates 

can be enacted. The Joint Committee would 
be responsible for sending to the House and 
Senate a joint resolution containing new rates 
agreed upon by OMS and CBO. If approved 
by both Houses and signed by the President, 
these revised rates would replace the fiscal 
year 1986 rates. 

Spending rates for programs can change 
drastically year by year, and cuts could 
become extremely damaging in the outyears 
unless Congress and the President agree to 
update BA to outlay ratios. For many large 
weapons systems, the first year spendout 
rates are extremely low, while in future years 
the rates are higher as more and more of the 
funds are spent. Locking ourselves into a low 
fiscal year 1987 spendout rate matched with 
failure to enact new rates could devastate 
many defense procurement programs in years 
when sequestration is necessary. 

OTHER MODIFICATIONS IN GRAMM-RUDMAN II 

Most of these modifications are technical in 
nature to clear up disputes between CBO and 
OMB over how to develop the sequestration 
order. 

One modification that is a policy decision in
volves exempting Federal retirement COLA's 
from sequestration. This obviously increases 
the cuts which must be made in defense and 
domestic programs which are not exempt. I 
would also say that both the House and 
Senate have agreed to protect COLA's in the 
congressional budget resolution. They will 
remain protected if we can do our job and 
reach the $154 billion Gramm-Rudman target 
in September. 

CONSTITUTIONALITY OF GRAMM-RUDMAN II 

Gramm-Rudman II requires that after OMS 
receives the GAO report, it "shall," with due 
regard for the data, assumptions, and method
ologies used in reaching the conclusions (in 
the GAO report), issue a report to the Presi
dent ordering sequestration (if it is needed to 
meet the deficit targets). 

Gramm-Rudman II states that the OMS 
report must be consistent with the estimates, 
determinations, specifications and views found 
in the GAO report. 

Gramm-Rudman II states that OMS must 
justify any deviations from the GAO report. 

Frankly, we are going to face the same ar
gument the Supreme Court agreed to in the 
Synar case: GAO is ordering OMB to act, and 
that is unconstitutional as violation of separa
tion of powers. 

FOLLOW THE FALLBACK PROCESS 

When you look at the complications associ
ated with trying to develop another automatic 
process, and the dangers most proposals 
pose to congressional power, I think the 
backup process in the original Gramm
Rudman law begins to look better and better. 
Yes it will give us some tough choices to 
make, but we are going to have those choices 
anyway-the deficit is not going to disappear, 
one way or another we will be forced to deal 
with it. 

Apparently the OMB-GAO deficit snapshot 
will show a deficit of $163 billion. That means 
we have to reduce the deficit by October 1 by 
about $10 billion. I would argue that we can 
do that by action on reconciliation, and appro
priations bills and then by looking at additional 
revenues provided in the tax reform bill. 
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We can use up our energies trying to devel

op another automatic cut process which may 
or may not be constitutional, which may or 
may not preserve the power of Congress, or 
we can concentrate on reaching the deficit 
targets by doing what we were sent here to 
do-to make choices. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House of today, 
the previous question is considered as 
having been ordered. 

The question is on the motion of
fered by the gentleman from Washing
ton [Mr. FOLEY]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 175, noes 
133, not voting 123, as follows: 

Akaka 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Berman 
Bilirakis 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonior CMD 
Borski 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman CTX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Darden 
Daschle 
de la Garza 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
EckartCOH> 
Eckert <NY> 
Edgar 
Evans CIL> 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Foley 
Ford CTN> 
Frank 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gray <IL> 
Gray CPA> 

CRoll No. 3621 

AYES-175 
Guarini 
Hall, Ralph 
Hamilton 
Hayes 
Holt 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Jones CTN> 
Kanjorski 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Leach CIA> 
LehmanCCAl 
Leland 
Levin CMI> 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
LowryCWA> 
Lundine 
Mac Kay 
Manton 
Mar Jenee 
Matsui 
McCain 
Mccloskey 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McKinney 
MillerCCAl 
Mineta 
1\iollohan 
Moody 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 

Rahall 
Rangel 
Reid 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland CGA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Scheuer 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shumway 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith CFLl 
Smith CIA> 
Smith CNJ> 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Thomas CGAl 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waldon 
Watkins 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woll 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
YoungCMO> 

NOES-133 
Archer Hendon 
Armey Henry 
Au Coin Hiler 
Bartlett Hopkins 
Barton Hubbard 
Bereuter Huckaby 
Bliley Hunter 
Boehlert Ireland 
Boulter Jacobs 
Brown CCO> Johnson 
Burton CIN> Kasich 
Byron Kindness 
Callahan Kolbe 
Carney Kramer 
Carper Lagomarsino 
Chandler Latta 
Cheney Lewis <FL> 
Clinger Lightfoot 
Coats Livingston 
Cobey Lowery <CA> 
Coble Lungren 
Combest Mack 
Coughlin Madigan 
Courter Martin CIL> 
Crane McEwen 
Daniel McKernan 
Daub McMillan 
DeLay Meyers 
DioGuardi Michel 
Dornan CCAl Miller COH> 
Dreier Miller CWA> 
Duncan Molinari 
Edwards COK> Monson 
Emerson Moorhead 
English Morrison CWA> 
Fawell Nielson 
Fields Oxley 
Frenzel Packard 
Gallo Pashayan 
Gekas Petri 
Gingrich Pickle 
Goodling Pursell 
Green Quillen 
Gregg Ray 
Gunderson Regula 
Hammerschmidt. Ridge 

Ritter 
Robinson 
Rogers 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland CCT> 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schneider 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith <NE> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

CNHl 
Smith, Robert 

COR> 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Strang 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Walker 
Weber 
Whittaker 
Wirth 
Wortley 
Wylie 
YoungCAKl 

NOT VOTING-123 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Badham 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boner CTN> 
Bonker 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Breaux 
Broomfield 
Brown CCAl 
Burton CCA> 
Campbell 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Coleman CMO> 
Conyers 
Craig 
Crockett 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
Dickinson 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan CND> 
Dowdy 
Dymally 
Early 
Edwards CCA> 
Erdreich 
Evans CIA> 
Fascell 
Fiedler 

Fish 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Ford <Mil 
Fowler 
Franklin 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gibbons 
Gradison 
Grotberg 
HallCOHl 
Hansen 
Hartnett 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hillis 
Horton 
Hyde 
Jones CNC> 
Jones <OK> 
Kaptur 
Kemp 
Lantos 
Leath CTX) 
Lehman <FL> 
Lent 
Levine CCA> 
Lewis CCA> 
Loeffler 
Long 
Lott 
Lujan 
Luken 
Markey 
Martin CNY> 
Martinez 

0 0325 

Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McColl um 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Morrison CCT> 
Mrazek 
Nichols 
Owens 
Porter 
Price 
Rodino 
Rose 
Rudd 
Savage 
Schroeder 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Stallings 
Studds 
Thomas CCA> 
Towns 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Whitehurst 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young CF'Ll 
Zschau 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Martinez for, with Mr. McCandless 

against. 

Mr. HUNTER and Mr. SHELBY 
changed their votes from "yea" to 
"nay." 

Messrs. GILMAN, RINALDO, MAR
LENEE, and NEAL changed their 
votes from "nay" to "yea." 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

WRIGHT). Without objection, the 
motion to reconsider is laid on the 
table. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
Mr. Speaker, I object to that and I ask 
for a recorded vote. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will declare that there has been 
a recorded vote and the recorded vote 
registered 175 yeas and 133 nays, and 
that by that vote the motion is agreed 
to and the motion to reconsider was 
then laid on the table. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the motion to recommit, and so I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will advise the distinguished 
gentleman from Illinois CMr. CRANE] 
that there is no motion to recommit. 
There was no motion under the rule 
made possible to recommit. 

The rule required that without in
tervening motion a vote would be 
taken. The vote was taken, and the 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, was there 
a motion to reconsider? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I objected 
and I asked for a recorded vote. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Did 
the gentleman vote upon the prevail
ing side? 

Mr. CRANE. No, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Then 

the gentleman does not qualify to 
move to reconsider. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
a parliamentary inquiry. The gentle
man did not move to reconsider. The 
Chair has laid the motion on the table 
without objection, and the gentleman 
objected. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will try to accommodate the 
wishes and protect the rights of all 
Members. This is very irregular, it 
would be untimely, but in an abun
dance of protection of the rights of 
any Member, is there a Member who 
wants to move to reconsider the vote? 

Mr. FRENZEL, A further parliamen
tary inquiry, Mr. Speaker: The gentle
man from Illinois objected to the 
motion to reconsider being laid upon 
the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
objection came late. 
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Mr. FRENZEL. No, Mr. Speaker, 
The gentleman was on his feet. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I was on 
my feet all the while. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is 
perfectly all right if the gentleman de
sires to make a motion, and the gentle
man qualifies to make the motion. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I objected 
to the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 
someone desire to move to reconsider 
the motion? 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I objected 
to the motion to reconsider. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
reconsider the vote whereby the 
House disposed of the Senate amend
ments to H.R. 5395, having voted on 
the prevailing side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Washington CMr. 
FOLEY] moves to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to lay the motion on the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from South Dakota CMr. 
DAscHLEl moves to table the motion to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a 
recorded vote. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Let the 
Chair state the vote. The vote will not 
be taken until the Chair states the 
vote. 

The Chair will state the vote that is 
about to occur. The gentleman from 
South Dakota CMr. DASCHLE] moved to 
table the motion to reconsider the 
vote. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 193, noes 
102, not voting 136, as follows: 

Akaka 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Berman 
Boehle rt 
Boggs 
Borski 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Cheney 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman CTXl 
Collins 

[Roll No. 3631 
AYES-193 

Combest 
Conte 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Crane 
Daniel 
Darden 
Dasch le 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dorgan CNDl 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Eckart<OHl 
Edgar 
English 
Evans <IL> 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Foley 
Ford CTN> 
Frank 
Frost 

Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gray <IL> 
Gray CPA) 
Guarini 
Hall, Ralph 
Hamilton 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Holt 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Jones <TN> 
Kanjorski 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 

Kindness 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Leach CIA> 
Leland 
Levin <Mil 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Lowery CCAl 
LowryCWAl 
Lundine 
Manton 
Matsui 
McCain 
McCloskey 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Michel 
Miller CCAl 
MillerCWAl 
Mineta 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Morrison <W Al 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 

Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Pease 
Penny 
Perkins 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reid 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Scheuer 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shumway 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith <FL> 

NOES-102 
Archer Hendon 
Armey Henry 
Au Coin Hiler 
Bartlett Hopkins 
Barton Hunter 
Bereuter Johnson 
Bliley Kasi ch 
Boulter Kolbe 
Brown CCOl Kramer 
Burton <IN> Lagomarsino 
Callahan Latta 
Carney Lewis <FL> 
Clinger Livingston 
Coats Loeffler 
Cobey Lungren 
Coble Mack 
Coughlin Madigan 
Courter Marlenee 
Daub Martin <IL> 
De Lay McEwen 
DioGuardi McKernan 
Dornan CCAl McMillan 
Dreier Meyers 
Duncan Miller COHl 
Edwards <OK> Molinari 
Emerson Monson 
Fields Moorhead 
Frenzel Nielson 
Gallo Oxley 
Gingrich Petri 
Goodling Pickle 
Green Regula 
Gregg Ridge 
Gunderson Ritter 
Hammerschmidt Rogers 

Smith <IA> 
Smith CNJl 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
ThomasCGAl 
Torres 
Traficant 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
YoungCMOl 

Roth 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schneider 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith <NE> 
Smith, Denny 

CORl 
Smith, Robert 

CNH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Strang 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Taylor 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Wirth 
Wortley 
YoungCAK> 

NOT VOTING-136 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Badham 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Boland 
Boner <TN> 
Bonier <MI> 
Bonker 
Bosco 
Boucher 

Breaux 
Broomfield 
Brown <CA> 
Burton CCA> 
Campbell 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Coleman CMO> 
Conyers 
Craig 
Crockett 
Uannemeyer 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Dickinson 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dowdy 
Downey 

Dymally 
Early 
Eckert CNY> 
Edwards CCAl 
Erdreich 
Evans <IA> 
Fascell 
Fiedler 
Fish 
Flippo 
Florio 
Fog Ii et ta 
Ford <MI> 
Fowler 
Franklin 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gekas 

Gibbons 
Gradison 
Grotberg 
Hall COHl 
Hansen 
Hartnett 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hertel 
Hillis 
Horton 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jones CNCl 
Jones <OK> 
Kaptur 
Kemp 
Lantos 
Leath CTXl 
Lehman CCAl 
Lehman <FL> 
Lent 
Levine <CA> 
LewisCCAl 
Long 
Lott 
Lujan 

Luken 
MacKay 
Markey 
Martin CNYl 
Martinez 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McColl um 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Morrison <CT> 
Mrazek 
Nichols 
Owens 
Packard 
Pepper 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Rodino 

D 0350 

Rose 
Rudd 
Savage 
Schroeder 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Stallings 
Stokes 
Studds 
Thomas <CA> 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<FLl 
Zschau 

So the motion to table was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

DESIGNATION OF THE HONORA
BLE STENY HOYER TO ACT AS 
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE TO 
SIGN ENROLLED BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS UNTIL 
SEPTEMBER 9, 1986 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid 

before the House the following com
munication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
August 15, 1986. 

I hereby designate the Honorable Steny 
H. Hoyer to act as Speaker pro tempore to 
sign enrolled bills aud joint resolutions until 
September 9, 1986. 

THOMAS P. O 'NEILL, ,Tr., 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, the designation is 
agreed to. 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
bill, H.R. 5395, and the motion of the 
House agreed to this morning. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. ERDREICH of Alabama <at the re

quest of Mr. WRIGHT) after 8 p.m. 
Thursday, August 14, and for today, 
on account of a death in the family. 
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission 
to address the House, following the 
legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

<The following Member Cat the re
quest of Mr. KOLBE) to revise and 
extend his remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, for 10 minutes, 
today. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. MAVRoULEs) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. BROOKS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ALEXANDER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr . .ANNuNzIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WYDEN, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

Mr. FoGLIETTA, prior to the vote on 
the Dickinson amendment to H.R. 
4428, in the Committee of the Whole, 
today. 

Mr. FAWELL, following the vote on 
Dickinson amendment to H.R. 4428, in 
the Committee of the Whole, today. 

Mr. VENTO, during consideration of 
H.R. 4428, in the Committee of the 
Whole, today. 

Mr. LEACH of Iowa prior to the vote 
on the Wirth amendment to H.R. 
4428, in the Committee of the Whole, 
today. 

Mr. CRAIG, to include extraneous 
matter on H.R. 3129, in the Committee 
of the Whole, today. 

Mr. SEIBERLING, to include extrane
ous matter on H.R. 3129, in the Com
mittee of the Whole, today. 

Ms. OAKAR, prior to the vote on the 
Moody amendment to H.R. 3129, in 
the Committee of the Whole, today. 

Mr. ANDREWS, on the Waxman 
amendment to H.R. 3129, in the Com
mittee of the Whole, today. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. KOLBE) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. CRANE. 
Mr. GILMAN in two instances. 
Mr. SCHULZE. 
Mr. McEWEN in two instances. 
Mr. SHUMWAY. 
Mr. GREEN. 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 
Mr. PARRIS. 
Mr. WORTLEY. 
Mr. CLINGER. 
Mr. BEREUTER. 
Mr. GRADISON. 
Mr. CHENEY. 
Mr. DREIER of California. 
Mr. TAUKE. 
Mr. HORTON. 
Mr. HANSEN in two instances. 
Mr. SCHAEFER in two instances. 
Mr. LEw1s of California in two in

stances. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. MAVROULES) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. COEI.HO. 
Mr. YATRON. 
Mr. BENNETT. 
Mr. ATKINS. 
Mr. STARK. 
Mr. WHEAT. 
Mr. GARCIA in two instances. 
Mr. HOYER. 
Mr. JACOBS. 
Mr. BARNES. 
Mr. MILLER of California in three in-

stances. 
Mr. LOWRY of Washington. 
Mr. WALDON. 
Mr. SMITH of Florida. 
Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. 
Mr. YOUNG of Missouri. 
Mr. MINETA. 
Mr. FASCELL. 
Mr. MARKEY. 
Mr. FLORIO. 
Mr. BERMAN. 
Mr. TORRES. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. 
Mr. RANGEL in two instances. 
Mr. GLICKMAN. 
Mr. SCHEUER. 
Mr. LAFALCE. 
Mr. GEJDENSON. 
Mrs. BURTON of California. 
Mr. UDALL. 
Mr. WYDEN. 
Mr. WAXMAN. 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. 
Mr. LANTOS. 
Mr. DWYER of New Jersey. 
Mr. TOWNS. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 
Bills of the Senate of the following 

titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, ref erred as 
follows: 

S. 1562. An act to amend the False Claims 
Act, and title 18 of the United States Code 
regarding penalties for false claims, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 1744. An act to require States to devel
op, establish, and implement State compre
hensive mental health plans; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

S. 2426. An act to amend the Contract Dis
putes Act of 1978 to require that a competi
tive examination process be used for the se
lection of members of boards of contract ap
peals of Federal Government agencies; to 
provide that the members of such boards 
shall be treated in the same manner as ad
ministrative law judges of the Federal Gov
ernment for certain administrative pur
poses; and to revise the procedures for the 
collection of claims under Federal Govern
ment contracts; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit

tee on House Administration, reported 
that that committee had examined 
and found truly enrolled a bill of the 

House of the following title, which was 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 3132. An act to amend chapter 44, of 
title 18, United States Code, to regulate the 
manufacture, importation, and sale of 
armor piercing ammunition, and for other 
purposes. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 
The SPEAKER announced his sig-

nature to an enrolled bill and joint res
olutions of the Senate of the following 
title: 

S. 140. An act to amend the Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act to establish 
a program to encourage States to enact 
child protection reforms which are designed 
to improve legal and administrative proceed
ings regarding the investigation and pros
ecution of child abuse cases, particularly 
child sexual abuse cases, and to establish 
demonstration programs of temporary child 
care for handicapped children and crisis 
nurseries; 

S.J. Res. 298. Joint resolution to designate 
the week of October 5, 1986, through Octo
ber 11, 1986, as "M;.ental Illness Awareness 
Week"; 

S.J. Res. 358. Joint resolution to designate 
the month of ~eptember 1986 as "Adult Lit
eracy Awareness Month"; and 

S.J. Res. 338. Joint resolution to designate 
November 18, 1986, as "National Communi
ty Education Day." 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit
tee on House Administration, reported 
that that committee did on this day 
present to the President, for his ap
proval, bills and a joint resolution of 
the House of the following title: 

H.R. 4151. An act to provide enhanced dip
lomatic security and combat international 
terrorism, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 2478. An act to amend the Revised 
Organic Act of the Virgin Islands, to amend 
the Covenant to Establish a Commonwealth 
of the Northern Mariana Islands, to amend 
the Organic Act of Guam, to provide for the 
gO.Vernance of the insular areas of the 
United States, and for other purposes; and 

H.J. Res. 683. Joint resolution to provide 
for a temporary prohibition of strikes or 
lockouts with respect to the Maine Central 
Railroad Company and Portland Terminal 
Company labor-management dispute. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-yeas 202, nays 
91, answered "present" 1, not voting 
137, as follows: 
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Akaka 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Au Coin 
Barnard 
Bates 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Be.rm an 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Borski 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Bruce 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Daniel 
Darden 
Daschle 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dorgan<ND> 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Eckart COH> 
Edgar 
Edwards <OK> 
English 
Evans CILl 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Foley 
Ford CTN> 
Frank 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gray CILl 
Gray <PA> 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall, Ralph 
Hamilton 
Hayes 
Hefner 

Archer 
Armey 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bereuter 
Boehlert 
Boulter 
Brown <CO> 
Bryant 
Burton <IN> 
Callahan 
Carney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Combest 
Conte 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Crane 
Daub 
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[Roll No. 3641 

YEAS-202 
Holt 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones CTN> 
Kanjorski 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
La.Falce 
Leland 
Levin <Mil 
Lewis <FL> 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Loeffler 
Lowery <CA> 
Lowry <WA> 
Lundine 
Madigan 
Manton 
Martin CIL) 
Matsui 
McCloskey 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McKinney 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller<CAl 
MillerCWAl 
Mineta 
Mollohan 
Monson 
Moody 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Nelson 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Panetta 
Pashayan 
Pease 
Penny 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pickle 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Regula 

NAYS-91 

Reid 
Richardson 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith CFLl 
Smith CIA> 
Smith CNJ> 
Snowe 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stange land 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Swift 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas CGAl 
Torres 
Traficant 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Young CAKl 
YoungCMOl 

DeLay Kindness 
De Wine Kolbe 
DioGuardi Kramer 
Dornan CCA> Lagomarsino 
Dreier Latta 
Emerson Leach CIA> 
Fields Lloyd 
Frenzel Lungren 
Gilman Mack 
Gingrich Marlenee 
Goodling McCain 
Gregg McEwen 
Gunderson McMillan 
Hammerschmidt Miller <OH> 
Hendon 
Henry 
Hiler 
Hopkins 
Hunter 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Kasi ch 

Molinari 
Moorhead 
Neal 
Nielson 
Parris 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Robinson 

Roemer 
Rogers 
Roth 
Rowland CCT> 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schuette 
Sensenbrenner 
Smith <NE> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 

Smith, Robert 
<NH> 

Smith, Robert 
COR> 

Solomon 
Spence 
Strang 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 

Swindall 
Synar 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Williams 

ANSWERED "PRESENT" -1 
Bateman 

NOT VOTING-137 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Badham 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Boland 
Boner <TN> 
Bonior <Mil 
Bonker 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Breaux 
Broomfield 
Brown CCAl 
Burton <CA> 
Campbell 
Chappie 
Coleman <MO> 
Conyers 
Craig 
Crockett 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Dickinson 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckert <NY> 
Edwards <CA> 
Erdreich 
Evans CIA> 
Fascell 
Fiedler 
Fish 

Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Ford <Mil 
Fowler 
Franklin 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gradison 
Grotberg 
Hall<OH> 
Hansen 
Hartnett 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hertel 
Hillis 
Horton 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <OK> 
Kaptur 
Kemp 
Lantos 
Leath <TX> 
Lehman <CA> 
Lehman <FL> 
Lent 
Levine CCA> 
Lewis <CA> 
Long 
Lott 
Lujan 
Luken 
MacKay 
Markey 
Martin <NY> 
Martinez 
Mavroules 
Mazzo Ii 
McCandless 
McColl um 

Mccurdy 
McDade 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison <WA> 
Mrazek 
Nichols 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pepper 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Rodino 
Rose 
Rudd 
Savage 
Schroeder 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Stallings 
Stokes 
Studds 
Thomas <CA> 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<FL> 
Zschau 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

WRIGHT). Pursuant to the provisions 
of House Concurrent Resolution 380 
of the 99th Congress, the House 
stands adjourned until 12 o'clock 
noon, Monday, September 8, 1986. 

Thereupon <at 4 o'clock and 12 min
utes a.m.) pursuant to House Concur
rent Resolution 380, the House ad
journed until Monday, September 8, 
1986, at 12 noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol-
lows: 

4055. A communication from the Presi
dent of the United States, transmitting pro
posed amendments to the request for appro
priations for fiscal year 1987 for the Depart-

ment of Health and Human Services, pursu
ant to 31 U.S.C. 1107 <H. Doc. No. 99-259); 
to the Committee on Appropriations and or
dered to be printed. 

4056. A communication from the Presi
dent of the United States, transmitting a 
report on the survivability, cost effective
ness, and combat effectiveness of six ships 
for combatant forces, authorization re
quests, and recommendations whether each 
ship should be nuclear or conventionally 
powered, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 7310<B> <H. 
Doc. No. 99-260>; to the Committee on 
Armed Services and ordered to be printed. 

4057. A letter from the Chief, Program Li
aison Office, Office of Legislative Liaison, 
Department of the Air Force, transmitting 
notification of the decision not to convert 
the Rivet Mile Cycle II function in-house 
operation to commercial contract; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

4058. A letter from the Secretary of Hous
ing and Urban Development, transmitting 
an evaluation of the existing use of home 
equity conversion mortgages for the elderly, 
pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 1709 nt (Public Law 
98, section 448>; to the Committee on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

4059. A letter from the President and 
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the 
United States, transmitting a statement 
with respect to a transaction involving U.S. 
exports to Brazil, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 
635(b)(3)(i); to the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

4060. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting final regulations for 
the National Diffusion Network, pursuant 
to 20 U.S.C. 132<d><D; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

4061. A letter from the Secretary of Agri
culture, transmitting the annual horse pro
tection enforcement report, pursuant to 15 
U.S.C. 1830; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

4062. A letter from the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting a 
report on the need for and impact of grants 
and loans for home and health services, pur
suant to PHSA, section 339<c> (96 Stat. 
2058>; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

4063. A letter from the Acting Director, 
Defense Security Assistance Agency, trans
mitting notice of the Department of the 
Army's proposed letter<s> of offer to Turkey 
for defense articles and services estimated 
to cost $27 million; certification that this 
action is consistent with section 620C<b> of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, pursu
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2776<b>; section 620C(d), 
FAA; to the Co.':llmittee on Foreign Affairs. 

4064. A letter from the Secretary of De
fense, transmitting a report on the impact 
that the transfer of goods or technology on 
the list of military critical technologies to 
controlled countries has had on the military 
capabilities of those countries, pursuant to 
50 U.S.C. app. 2404<d><4>; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

4065. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Legislative and Intergov
ernmental Affairs, transmitting a report on 
political contributions by Alexander Fletch
er Watson, of Maryland, to be Ambassador 
to the Republic of Peru, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 3944<b><2>; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

4066. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Legislative and Intergov
ernmental Affairs, transmitting a report on 
political contributions by L. Paul Bremer 
III, of Connecticut, to be Ambassador at 
Large for Counter Terrorism, pursuant to 
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22 U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

4067. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Legislative and Intergov
ernmental Affairs, transmitting a report on 
political contributions. by David C. Fields, of 
California, as Ambassador to the Central 
African Republic, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
3944Cb)(2); to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

4068. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Legislative and Intergov
ernmental Affairs, transmitting a report on 
political contributions by Sam H. Zakhem, 
of Colorado, as Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary to the State of Bah
rain, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 3944Cb)(2); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

4069. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Legislative and Intergov
ernmental Affairs, transmitting a report on 
political contributions by Charles J. Pilliod, 
Jr., of Ohio, to be Ambassador Extraordi
nary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to Mexico, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 3944Cb)(2); to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

4070. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Legislative and Intergov
ernmental Affairs, transmitting a report on 
inter-American cooperation in space, sci
ence, and technology, pursuant to Public 
Law 99-93, section 149 (99 Stat. 427); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

4071. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, transmitting a de
termination that additional amounts are 
necessary to maintain the authorized level 
of operation of RFE/RL, Inc. , because of 
adverse fluctuations in foreign currency ex
change rates, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
2877Ca)(2); to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

4072. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit
ting a list of all reports issued by General 
Accounting Office during July 1986, pursu
ant to 31 U.S.C. 719Ch); to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

4073. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Attorney General for Administration, trans
mitting notice of a new Federal records 
system, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(o); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

4074. A letter from the Administrator, 
Veterans' Administration, transmitting noti
fication of a computer matching program, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(o); to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

4075. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Administration, transmit
ting notice of a new Federal records system, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a<o>; to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

4076. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to amend title 
31, United States Code, to improve the 
method of disbursing Federal funds to State 
governments and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

4077. A letter from Kaufmann & Goble 
Associates, transmitting the Sacremento 
Farm Credit Employee's Retirement Plan 
for 1985, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
9503<a><U<B>; to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

4078. A letter from the Commissioner, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the 
Interior, transmitting notification of the ne
cessity to construct modifications to Fon
tenelle Dam, Seedskadee Project, Wyoming, 
pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 509; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

4079. A letter from the Commissioner, Im
migration and Naturalization Service, trans
mitting a copy of the order granting defec
tor status to Gunter Gerhard Von Hagens, 
pursuant to 8 U.S.C. 1182Ca)(28)(1); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

4080. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of the Army <Civil Works), transmit
ting a report from the Chief of Engineers, 
Department of the Army, on Alice, TX; to 
the Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation. 

4081. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of the Army <Civil Works), transmit
ting a report from the Chief of Engineers, 
Department of the Army, on Tucson Urban 
Study, Arizona; to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

4082. A letter from the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting 
an addendum to the report <EC1578) on the 
experience of the Department in imple
menting the freedom of choice waiver provi
sions contained in section 1915Cb) of the 
Social Security Act; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4083. A letter from the Secretary of State, 
transmitting a letter regarding U.S. produc
tion of binary munitions; jointly, to the 
Committees on Armed Services and Foreign 
Affairs. 

4084. A letter from the Acting Chairman, 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, transmit
ting a report on the nondisclosure of safe
guards information for the quarter ending 
June 30, 1986, pursuant to AEA, section 
147e (94 Stat. 788); jointly, to the Commit
tees on Energy and Commerce and Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

4085. A letter from the Acting Chairman, 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, transmit
ting a report on the number of full-time 
permanent employees hired and promoted 
between April 1 and June 30, 1986, pursuant 
to Public Law 93-438, section 201<h> <91 
Stat. 1482>; jointly, to the Committees on 
Interior and Insular Affairs and Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 

of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. UDALL: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H.R. 1156. A bill to coordi
nate and expand services for the prevention, 
identification, treatment, and follow-up care 
of alcohol and drug abuse among Indian 
youth, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment <Rept. 99-733, Pt. II>. Ordered 
to be printed. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on 
Ways and Means. H.R. 5410. A bill to facili
tate the enforcement of the customs laws 
against illegal drug traffic, to deter the pro
duction of illegal drugs by foreign countries, 
and for other purposes; without amendment 
<Rept. 99-794). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina: Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 
4136. A bill to authorize the establishment 
of a Military Auxiliary Revolving Fund 
within the Treasury of the United States, 
and for other purposes; with an amendment 
<Rept. 99-795, Pt. D. Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. CONYERS: Committee on the Judici
ary. H.R. 4403. A bill to amend the Federal 

Aviation Act of 1958 to increase criminal 
penalties for failure to file certain reports 
and for falsification of records and to in
crease civil penalties for violations of avia
tion safety regulations; with an amendment 
<Rept. 99-796, Ft. n. Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. CONYERS: Committee on the Judici
ary. H .R. 5241. A bill to amend titles 18 and 
28 of the United States Code to make tech
nical and other changes occasioned by the 
enactment of the Comprehensive Crime 
Control Act of 1984, and for other purposes; 
with an amendment <Rept. 99-797). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. FASCELL: Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. H.R. 5352. A bill to combat interna
tional narcotics trafficking; without amend
ment <Rept. 99-798). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. UDALL: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H.R. 2499. A bill to modify 
the boundary of the Uinta National Forest, 
Utah, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment <Rept. 99-799). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Ms. OAKAR: Committee on House Ad
ministrations. H.R. 4545. A bill to authorize 
appropriations for the American Folklife 
Center for fiscal years 1987, 1988, and 1989, 
and for other purposes; with amendments 
<Rept. 99-800). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 5230. A bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act·to extend the pro
gram of childhood vaccinations and to re
quire the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services to maintain a 6 months stockpile of 
vaccines; with an amendment <Rept. 99-
801>. Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 5259. A bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to revise the au
thorities of the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and 
Mental Health Administration; with amend
ments <Rept. 99-802). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. FROST: Committee on Rules. H. Res. 
536, a resolution providing for the consider
ation of H .R . 2482. A bill to amend the Fed
eral Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act, and for other purposes <Rept. 99-803). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. H. 
Res. 537, a resolution providing for the con
sideration of H.R. 2889. A bill to amend the 
act establishing the National Bureau of 
Standards to provide for a computer securi
ty research program within such Bureau, 
and to provide for the training of Federal 
employees who are involved in the manage
ment, operation, and use of automated in
formation processing systems <Rept. 99-
804 ). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. FAZIO: Committee of conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 5203 <Rept. 99-
805 ). Ordered to be printed. 

SUBSEQUENT ACTION ON A RE
PORTED BILL CONCURRENTLY 
REFERRED 
Under clause 5 of rule X the follow

ing action was taken by the Speaker: 
The Committee on Appropriations was 

discharged from further consideration of 
H .J. Res. 626. 
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PUBLIC BILLS AND 

RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 

4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
f erred as follows: 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. DIN
GELL, Mr. LUKEN, Mr. ECKART of 
Ohio, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. SWIFT, Mr. 
SYNAR, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. LELAND, 
Mr. BATES, Mr. SCHEUER, Mrs. COL
LINS, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mrs. BOXER, 
Miss SCHNEIDER, Mr. DONNELLY, Mrs. 
BYRON, Ms. OAKAR, and Mr. TRAFI
CANT): 

H.R. 5439. A bill to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 to require audits per
formed under the Federal securities laws to 
include reasonable procedures for material 
financial fraud detection, to require report
ing on internal control systems, and to re
quire the reporting of fraudulent activities 
to appropriate enforcement and regulatory 
authorities; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. DE LA GARZA (for himself, Mr. 
MADIGAN, Mr. BEDELL, and Mr. ROB
ERTS): 

H.R. 5440. A bill to amend the Federal In
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER: 
H.R. 5441. A bill to amend the Food Secu

rity Act of 1985 to allow the family mem
bers to assist other family members in their 
farming operations without becoming one 
entity for the purpose of deficiency pay
ments; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

H.R. 5442. A bill to amend the Communi
cations Act of 1934 to clarify policies regard
ing the right to view satellite-transmitted 
television programming, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. AUCOIN (for himself, Mr. 
FOLEY, Mr. STALLINGS, Mrs. BURTON 
of California, Mr. DICKS, Mr. 
WEAVER, Mr. DORNAN of California, 
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. UDALL, 
Mr. SWIFT, Mr. EDWARDS of Califor
nia, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. LowRY of 
Washington, Mr. MILLER of Wash
ington, Mr. HAWKINS, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. MORRISON of Washington, Mr. 
REID, Mr. LANTos, Mr. BADHAM, Mr. 
LEvINE of California, Mr. MINETA, 
Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. BATES, Mr. 
LowERY of California, Mr. COELHO, 
Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. 
BERMAN, Mr. COLEMAN of Texas, Mr. 
MILLER of California, Mr. DANNE
MEYER, Mr. TORRES, Mr. LEHMAN of 
California, Mr. DIXON, Mrs. SCHROE
DER, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. 
CHAPPIE, Mr. MATSUI, and Mr. 
THOMAS of California): 

H.R. 5443. A bill to amend the Export Ad
ministration Act of 1979 to require the es
tablishment and operation of a western re
gional export licensing office; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BEREUTER <for h'm.self and 
Mr. BONKER): • 

H.R. 5444. A bill to remove foreign policy 
controls on exports to the Soviet Union of 
oil and gas equipment and technology; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BOUCHER <for himself, Mr. 
BRYANT, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. COBLE, and 
Mr. SWINDALL): 

H.R. 5445. A bill to amend chapter 96 of 
title 18, United States Code; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROOMFIELD: 
H.R. 5446. A bill to designate the Federal 

building and U.S. Post Office located at 315 
West Allegan Street in Lansing, Ml, as the 
"Charles E. Chamberlain Federal Building 
and U.S. Post Office"; to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. BRYANT: 
H.R. 5447. A bill to provide a limited anti

trust exemption for independent natural 
gas producer cooperatives; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 5448. A bill to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to reorga
nize the functions of the Nuclear Regula
tory Commission by abolishing the Commis
sion and in its place establishing the Nucle
ar Regulation and Safety Agency, a Nuclear 
Study Board and an Inspector General in 
order to promote safer, more effective and 
efficient nuclear regulation, siting and li
censing, to encourage the development and 
use of standardized powerplant designs, and 
for other purposes; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Interior and Insular Affairs and 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. COELHO: 
H.R. 5449. A bill to amend the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act by designating a segment 
of the Merced River in California as a com
ponent of the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System; to the Committee on Interi· 
or and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. DINGELL <for himself, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. STARK, 
Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. 
FLORIO, Mrs. COLLINS, Mr. RICHARD
SON, and Mr. BATES): 

H.R. 5450. A bill to amend title XIX of 
the Social Security Act to change Medicaid 
requirements for nursing facilities <other 
than facilities for the mentally retarded> 
based on recommendations of the Institute 
of Medicine, to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. D10GUARDI <for himself and 
Mr. FISH): 

H.R. 5451. A bill to provide for the estab
lishment of the John Jay National Historic 
Site in the State of New York; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. DYMALLY: 
H.R. 5452. A bill to establish a program to 

provide funds for school facilities construc
tion, maintenance, and repair where excep
tional growth in the school-aged population 
or impoverishment has caused the local edu
cational agency to be unable to provide nec
essary educational facilities, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. ECKART of Ohio (for himself, 
Mr. AsPIN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DAVIS, 
Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. HORTON, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. KEMP, Mr. KINDNESS, 
Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. LA.FALCE, Mr. 
LUKEN, Mr. LUNDINE, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. NowAK, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. OBER
STAR, Mr. OBEY, Mr. PEASE, Mr. 
RIDGE, Mr. STOKES, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. 
VANDERJAGT, and Mr. VISCLOSKY): 

H.R. 5453. A bill to establish a Federal 
guaranteed loan program to provide for the 
protection from shoreline erosion of im
provements to residential real property con
tiguous with the Great Lakes; jointly, to the 
Committees on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs and Public Works and Transporta
tion. 

By Mr. FISH (for himself, Mr. KAs
TENMEIER, and Mr. MOORHEAD): 

H.R. 5454. A bill to amend title 28 of the 
United States Code to provide for retired 
magistrates to be recalled to service and to 
provide a retirement system for U.S. magis
trates equal to the retirement system for 
bankruptcy judges; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FUSTER: 
H.R. 5455. A bill to amend the Interna

tional Banking Act of 1978; to the Commit
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. GEPHARDT (for himself and 
Mr. WHEAT): 

H.R. 5456. A bill to amend the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States to change 
the classification of certain prefabricated bi
tumen roofing membranes; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GEPHARDT (for himself, Mr. 
BRYANT, Mrs. COLLINS, Mr. McKIN
NEY, Ms. 0AKAR, and Mr. RICHARD
SON): 

H.R. 5457. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for com
munity nursing and ambulatory care to 
Medicare beneficiaries on a prepaid, capitat
ed basis; jointly, to the Committees on Ways 
and Means and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. GLICKMAN <for himself, Mr. 
SCHEUER, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. WAXMAN, 
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. BROWN of Califor
nia, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. LELAND, Mr. 
FLORIO, Mrs. COLLINS, and Mr. RICH
ARDSON): 

H.R. 5458. A bill to amend the Federal In
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act to 
require the Administrator of the Environ
mental Protection Agency to establish, mon
itor, and enforce efficacy standards for anti
microbial control agents used to control pest 
micro-organisms that pose a threat to 
human health, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. HANSEN: 
H.R. 5459. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

the Interior to release, on behalf of the 
United States, certain conditions and reser
vations contained in a conveyance of land to 
the State of Utah; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

H.R. 5460. A bill to correct historical and 
geographical oversights in the establish
ment and development of the Utah compo
nent of the Confederated Tribes of the Go
shute Reservation, to unify the land base of 
the Goshute Reservation, to simplify the 
boundaries of the Goshute Reservation, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. KASTENMEIER (for himself, 
Mr. RODINO, Mr. FISH, and Mr. 
MOORHEAD): 

H.R. 5461. A bill to provide for the retire
ment and recall of fixed-term judicial offi
cers in the Federal Judiciary; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KINDNESS: 
H.R. 5462. A bill to amend the Federal 

Election Campaign Act of 1971 to require 
that bank loans to political committees and 
other persons subject to such act be fully 
collateralized and reported and to require 
the Federal Election Commission to deter
mine that such loans are legitimate loans 
and not campaign contributions; to the 
Committee or. House Administration. 

By Mr. LEHMAN of California <for 
himself, Mr. GONZALEZ, and Mr. 
FRANK}: 

H.R. 5463. A bill to amend the Housing 
Act of 1949 to prevent the displacement of 
lower income and elderly residents of rural 
rental housing due to the prepayment of 
loans made by the Secretary of Agriculture; 
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to the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. LOWRY of Washington (for 
himself, Mr. MILLER of California, 
Mr. STUDDS, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. BEN
NETT, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. 
FOGLIElTA, Mr. HERTEL of Michigan, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 
MILLER of Washington, and Mr. 
TAUZIN): 

H.R. 5464: A bill to establish a program 
for the exploration for and commercial re
covery of hard mineral resources on those 
portions of the seabed subject to the juris
diction and control of the United States; 
jointly, to the Committees on Interior and 
Insular Affairs and Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. MARKEY <for himself, Mr. 
MooRHEAD, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
LENT, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. 
LELAND, Mr. LATTA, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. 
ZSCHAU, Mr. WYDEN, Mrs. SCHNEIDER, 
Mr. RALPH M. HALL, Mr. HILER, Mr. 
ECKART of Ohio, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. 
WOLPE, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. ECKERT of 
New York, and Mr. SwI.FT. 

H.R. 5465. A bill to amend the Energy 
Policy and Conservation Act with respect to 
energy conservation standards for appli
ances; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. MINETA (for himself and Mr. 
HAJ.n.u:RSCHMIDT); 

H.R. 5466. A bill to amend title 49 of the 
United States Code to provide for arbitra
tion of certain disputes concerning airline
owned computer reservations systems, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. MOORHEAD: 
H.R. 5467. A bill to establish a Federal 

Courts Study Commission; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORRISON of Washington: 
H.R. 5468. A bill to amend Public Law 94-

423, relating to the Oroville-Tonasket unit, 
Chief Joseph Dam project, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. NELSON of Florida: 
H.R. 5469. A bill to provide for assured 

access to space for national security, scien
tific, commercial, and other users and foster 
the development of an expendable launch 
vehicle capability, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Science and Technolo
gy. 

By Mr. PARRIS: 
H.R. 5470. A bill to designate the Federal 

Courthouse for Eastern District of Virginia 
in Alexandria, VA, as the " Albert V. Bryan 
Federal Courthouse" ; to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON (for himself 
and Mr. LUKEN): 

H.R. 5471. A bill to establish uniform 
standards governing product liability ac
tions; jointly, to the Committees on the Ju
diciary and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. SCHEUER <for himself, Mr. 
WRIGHT, Mr. EDGAR, Mr. LEHMAN of 
California, Mr. ROE, Mr. McDADE, 
Mr. NATCHER, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. 
PERKINS, Mr. LENT, Mr. GRAY of Illi
nois, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. 
HATCHER, Mrs. BURTON of California, 
Mr. MURTHA, Mr. MACKAY, Mr. 
CHAPPELL, Mr. WILSON, Mr. SoLARz, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. 
UDALL, Mr. HILLIS, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. 
FORD of Michigan, Mr. LUNDINE, Mr. 
HORTON, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. MITCH
ELL, Mr. DYSON, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. 

BOLAND, Mr. GREEN, Mr. GORDON, 
Mr. WOLPE, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. MONT
GOMERY, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. 
FuQUA, Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. PRICE, 
Mr. AuCoIN, Mr. MYERS of Indiana, 
Mr. DANIEL, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. PuR
SELL, Mr. YATRON, Mr. SCHULZE, Mrs. 
KENNELLY, Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. DE LUGO, 
Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. WALGREN, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr. FASCELL, 
Mr. PENNY, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. 
BONIOR of Michigan, Mr. DWYER of 
New Jersey, Mr. WYLIE, Mr. BEN
NETT, Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. KASTEN
MEIER, Mr. COELHO, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. 
PICKLE, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. 
LEATH of Texas, Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. 
PORTER, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. 
TOWNS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. ROYBAL, 
Mr. EcKERT of New York, Mr. 
HOYER, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. SPENCE, 
Mr. DIXON, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. REID, 
Mr. STOKES, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. 
SMITH of Florida, Mr. COLEMAN of 
Texas, Mr. MORRISON of Connecti
cut, Mr. SMITH of Iowa, Mr. AKAKA, 
Mr. VENTO, Mr. HENDON, Mrs. BENT
LEY, Mr. YOUNG of Missouri, Mr. 
BOEHLERT, Mr. WHITLEY, Mr. BIAGGI, 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
HAYES, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. MARTIN of 
New York, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. SABO, 
Mr. CHAPPIE, Mr. HuTTo, Mr. DAUB, 
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. OWENS, Mr. NIELSON 
of Utah, Mr. WEISS, Mr. DE LA GARZA, 
Mr. BROOKS, Mr. CONTE, Mr. PANET
TA, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 
GALLO, Mr. TORRES, Mr. MINETA, Mr. 
LEWIS of Florida, Mr. MOLLOHAN, 
Mr. CLINGER, Mr. McGRATH, Mr. 
KLECZKA, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr. 
RUDD, Mr. STRATTON, Mr. SEIBERLING, 
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. CARR, Mr. EMERSON, 
Mr. LIVINGSTON, and Mr. WALDON): 

H.R. 5472. A bill to name a certain Veter
ans' Administration extended care center in 
Queens, NY, as the " Joseph P. Addabbo 
Veterans' Administration Extended Care 
Center at St. Albans"; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mrs. SCHROEDER (for herself, 
Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 
GLICKMAN, and Mr. FRANK): 

H.R. 5473. A bill to amend chapter 13 of 
title 18, United States Code, to impose a 
criminal penalty for damage to a licensed 
medical facility and for injury to a person 
seeking to obtain lawful medical treatment; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIKORSKI: 
H.R. 5474. A bill to amend titles II and 

XVI of the Social Security Act to establish 
more realistic rules for determining the eli
gibility of individuals who have multiple 
sclerosis for benefits based on disability 
under the OASDI and SSI programs; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SOLOMON <for himself, Mr. 
ROTH, and Mr. COURTER): 

H.R. 5475. A bill to amend section 620(0 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 <relat
ing to the prohibition on assistance to Com
munist countries> and to require certain re
ports with respect to Communist countries 
receiving U.S. humanitarian disaster relief 
assistance; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

By Mr. TAUZIN (for himself, Mr. 
GREGG, Mr. ROSE, and Mr. HAMMER
SCHMIDT): 

H.R. 5476. A bill to provide for increased 
penalties for interference with satellite com
munications, to establish uniform standards 
for encryption and to promote fair market-

ing of certain encrypted satellite program
ming for private viewing; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. FOLEY (for himself, Mr. LoTT, 
Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. 
FRENZEL, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. PANET
TA, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. 
RICHARDSON, Mr. MILLER of Califor
nia, Mr. LoEFFLER, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mr. WHITLEY, Mr. STRATTON, 
Mr. MICA, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. DICKS, 
Mr. SWIFT, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. 
HEFNER, Mr. HAYES, Mr. VOLKMER, 
Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. 
GLICKMAN, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. DE LA 
GARZA, Mr. JONES of Oklahoma, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. BONKER, and Mr. WAT
KINS): 

H.R. 5477. A bill to provide permanent au
thorization for White House Conference on 
Small Business; to the Committee on Small 
Business. 

By Mr. LAFALCE: 
H.R. 5478. A bill to extend the expiration 

date of the Defense Production Act of 1950, 
to authorize appropriations for purposes of 
such act, and for other purposes; to the 
Commitee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs. 

H.R. 5479. A bill to amend the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 with respect to the 
functions of the Cost-Accounting Standards 
Board; to the Committee on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs. 

H.R. 5480. A bill to extend the expiration 
date of the Defense Production Act of 1950 
and to authorize appropriations for pur
poses of such act; to the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska <for him
self, Mr. UDALL, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, 
Mr. CHENEY, and Mr. REGULA): 

H.R. 5481. A bill to amend the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, as 
amended, to permit the use of park en
trance, admission, and recreation use fees 
for the operation of the National Park 
System, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. BOLAND: 
H.J. Res. 713. Joint resolution making a 

repayable advance to the Hazardous Sub
stance Response Trust Fund; considered 
and passed. 

By Mr. BIAGGI <for himself, Mr. 
JONES of North Carolina, Mr. 
HOWARD, and Mr. ROE): 

H.J. Res. 714. Joint resolution to author
ize and request the President of the United 
States to issue a proclamation designating 
the week beginning October 5, 1986 as "Na
tional Port Week"; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BONIOR of Michigan (for 
himself, Mr. HORTON, Mr. NOWAK, 
Mr. BLAZ, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. ALEX
ANDER, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. ATKINS, 
Mr. BARNARD, Mr. BARNES, Mr. BATE
MAN, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. BEILENSON, 
Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. 
BOLAND, Mr. BONER of Tennessee, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Mr. BRYANT, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mrs. BURTON 
of California, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mrs. 
BYRON, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. CARPER, Mr. 
CARR, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. CLAY, Mr. 
COELHO, Mr. CONTE, Mr. CONYERS, 
Mr. CROCKETT, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. DEL
LUMS, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. DioGuARDI, 
Mr. DIXON, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. 
DORGAN of North Dakota, Mr. 
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ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon
sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

DORNAN of California, Mr. DOWDY of 
Mississippi, Mr. DWYER of New 
Jersey, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. DYSON, 
Mr. ECKERT of New York, Mr. ERD
REICH, Mr. EVANS of Illinois, Mr. FAS
CELL, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. 
FEIGHAN, Mr. FISH, Mr. FLORIO, Mr. 
FOLEY, Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. 
FRANK, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. FRosT, Mr. 
FuQUA, Mr. FusTER, Mr. GARCIA, Mr. 
GE.JDENSON, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. GIB
BONS, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. GRAY of Illi
nois, Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
GREEN, Mr. RALPH M. HALL, Mr. 
HALL of Ohio, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. 
HANSEN, Mr. HATCHER, Mr. HAYES, 
Mr. HEFNER, Mr. HENRY, Mr. HERTEL 
of Michigan, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. 
HOWARD, Mr. HOYER, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mrs. JOHNSON, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. KAsTENMEIER, Mr. 
KEMP, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KINDNESS, 
Mr. KOLBE, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. KosT
MAYER, Mr. LA.FALCE, Mr. LAGOMAR
SINO, Mr. LELAND, Mr. LENT, Mr. 
LEv1N of Michigan, Mr. LEVINE of 
California, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. LowRY 
of Washington, Mr. LUNDINE, Mr. 
LUNGREN, Mr. McDADE, Mr. 
McGRATH, Mr. McHUGH, Mr. MCKER
NAN, Mr. MACK, Mr. MACKAY, Mr. 
MANTON, Mr. MARTIN of New York, 
Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
MILLER of Ohio, Mr. MILLER of 
Washington, Mr. MONSON, Mr. 
MRAzEK, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. NIELSON 
of Utah, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. OBERSTAR, 
Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. OWENS, Mr. PACKARD, 
Mr. PANETTA, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. PER
KINS, Mr. PuRSELL, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
REID, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. RODINO, 
Mr. RoE, Mr. SABO, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. 
SCHEUER, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SEIBER
LING, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. 
SOLOMON, Mr. STANGELAND, Mr. 
STRATTON, Mr. SUNIA, Mr. Sw1FT, Mr. 
TALLON, Mr. TAUKE, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. 
TOWNS, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. UDALL, Mr. 
VANDERJAGT, Mr. VENTO, Mr. V1scLo
SKY, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. WALGREN, 
Mr. WEAVER, Mr. WEISS, Mr. WISE, 
Mr. WOLPE, Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 
MOLINARI, Mr. BROWN of Colorado, 
Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. Mc
MILLAN, and Mr. GEKAS): 

H.J. Res. 715. Joint resolution to designate 
July 2 and 3, 1987, as '"..1.he United States
Canada Days of Peace and Friendship"; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. BROWN of California <for 
himself and Mr. KEMP): 

H.J. Res. 716. Joint resolution to designate 
October 1986 as "Learning Disabilities 
Awareness Month"; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. ROSE: 
H.J. Res. 717. Joint resolution designating 

September 20, 1986, as " National Youth in 
Politics Day"; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. GILMAN <for himself and Mr. 
FRANK): 

H. Con. Res. 384. Concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of the Congress con
cerning the Soviet Union's continued inter
ference with postal communications be
tween the United States and the Soviet 
Union; jointly, to the Committees on For
eign Affairs and Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

By Mr. SHUMWAY <for himself, Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO, Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. 

FRENZEL, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. LoWERY 
of California, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. L1v
INGSTON, Mr. BADHAM, and Mr. 
DENNY SMITH): 

H. Con. Res. 385. Concurrent re5olution 
expressing the sense of the Congress regard
ing the goals and objectives in international 
trade of the member nations of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ARMEY (for himself, Mr. 
HYDE, Mr. LENT, Mr. REGULA, Mr. 
BERMAN, Mr. DELAY, Mr. HENDON, 
Mr. HUNTER, Mr. HORTON, Mr. 
SAXTON, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. BADHAM, 
Mr. FRANK, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. KIND
NESS, Mr. BOULTER, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, 
Mr. MORRISON of Washington, Mr. 
DREIER of California, Mr. MONSON, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. CONTE, 
Mr. PORTER, Mrs. RouKEMA, Mr. 
DORNAN of California, Mr. LAGOMAR
SINO, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. WORTLEY, 
Mr. D10GUARDI, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. 
VOLKMER, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, 
Mr. WALDON, Mr. MORRISON of Con
necticut, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. COBEY, 
Mr. GARCIA, Mr. LEVIN of Michigan, 
Mr. SCHUETTE, Mr. NIELSON of Utah, 
and Mr. FAWELL): 

H. Con. Res. 386. Concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of the Congress that 
the jamming of radio broadcasting is con
trary to the best interests of the people of 
the world and should be terminated; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ENGLISH <for himself, Mr. 
JONES of Oklahoma, Mr. WATKINS, 
Mr. MCCURDY, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. DORGAN of North 
Dakota, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. PENNY, 
Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. EVANS of Illinois, 
Mr. CHAPMAN, and Mr. GEPHARDT): 

H. Res. 538. Resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
wheat producers have expressed their desire 
for change in farm policy by their affirma
tive vote on the wheat poll, and that the 
President should acknowledge the desires of 
a majority of wheat producers and direct 
the Secretary of Agriculture to change the 
philosophy and direction of the wheat pro
gram and take other steps necessary to alle
viate the economic crisis in the farm belt; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XII, 
453. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 

of the Legislature of the State of Colorado, 
relative to the rate of pay for Members of 
Congress; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina: 
H.R. 5482. A bill to clear certain impedi

ments to the licensing of the vessel BAR 376 
for employment in the coastwise trade; to 
the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

H.R. 154: Mr. KASTENMEIER. 
H.R. 155: Mr. KASTENMEIER. 
H.R. 157: Mr. KASTENMEIER. 
H.R. 158: Mr. KASTENMEIER. 
H.R. 159: Mr. KASTENMEIER. 
H.R. 160: Mr. KASTENMEIER. 
H.R. 526: Mr. IRELAND, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. 

GLICKMAN, Mr. LuNDINE, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
COELHO, and Mr. KLECZKA. -

H.R. 1402: Mr. CLAY. 
H.R. 1435: Mr. Russo and Mr. SOLARZ. 
H.R. 1875: Mr. MOORE. 
H.R. 1902: Mr. MURPHY. 
H.R. 1946: Mr. SENSENBRENNER and Mr. 

GUARINI. 
H.R. 2014: Mr. NEAL and Mr. MCDADE. 
H .R. 2280: Mr. WISE. 
H.R. 2406: Mr. SPENCE and Mr. RINALDO. 
H.R. 2768: Mr. GUARINI. 
H.R. 2793: Mr. McEWEN. 
H.R. 2911: Mr. LEVINE of California. 
H.R. 3000: Mr. SKELTON. 
H.R. 3359: Mr. MILLER of Ohio. 
H.R. 3404: Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. GEJDENSON, 

Mr. BILIRAKIS, and Mr. MACK. 
H.R. 3465: Mr. COOPER. 
H.R. 3661: Mr. MARLENEE. 
H.R. 3793: Mr. MARTINEZ. 
H.R. 3817: Mr. SCHEUER. 
H.R. 3842: Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. LUNGREN, 

Mr. McMILLAN, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. GLICK
MAN, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
PEPPER, Mr. JENKINS, Mrs. COLLINS, Mr. 
PRICE, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. ROEMER, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. HOYER, Mr. BARNES, Mr. 
MOAKLEY, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. LUNDINE, Mr. 
ECKART of Ohio, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. TRAFICANT, 
Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. DICKS, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. 
KOLTER, Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. HUBBARD, and 
Mr. WALGREN. 

H.R. 3936: Mr. WORTLEY and Mr. GUARINI. 
H.R. 4065: Mr. RINALDO, Mr. NEAL, Mr. 

MARKEY, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. COURTER. 
H.R. 4155: Mr. AuC01N and Mr. KLECZKA. 
H.R. 4183: ~r. ROGERS, Mr. FISH, Mr. 

ROSE, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. BRYANT, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. SUNIA, Mr. FROST, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
STALLINGS, Mr. BARNES, and Mr. MAVROULES. 

H.R. 4330: Mr. HEFNER, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. 
BUSTAMANTE, Mr. STARK, and Mr. ASPIN. 

H.R. 4344: Mr. RITTER. 
H.R. 4368: Mr. VENTO. 
H.R. 4408: Mr. COURTER. 
H.R. 4439: Mr. CRAIG, Mr. CHANDLER, and 

Mr. SOLOMON. 
H.R. 4450: Mr. CHAPPIE and Mr. NELSON of 

Florida. 
H.R. 4460: Mr. GRAY of Illinois. 
H.R. 4567: Mr. GEPHARDT. 
H.R. 4611: Mr. MARLENEE. 
H.R. 4620: Mr. OWENS, Mr. WEISS, Mr. 

ROTH, Mr. YATES, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. REID, Mr. 
HAYES, Mr. ROWLAND of Connecticut, Miss 
SCHNEIDER, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. RODINO, Mrs. 
BENTLEY, Mr. AsPIN, Mr. DWYER of New 
Jersey, Mr. WISE, and Mr. RoE. 

H.R. 4636: Mr. GILMAN. 
H.R. 4696: Mr. COOPER. 
H.R. 4711: Mr. OLIN, Mr. LEVINE of Cali

fornia, and Mr. BARNES. 
H.R. 4723: Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr. ANDERSON, 

Mr. UDALL, Mr. PANETTA, and Mr. LOTT. 

H.R. 4762: Mr. McGRATH, Mr. GUARINI, 
and Mr. RODINO. 

H .R. 4831 : Mrs. BYRON and Mr. RAY. 
H.R. 4835: Mr. GLICKMAN. 
H.R. 4838: Mr. FRANK. 
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H.R. 4882: Mr. CLINGER. 
H.R. 4929: Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, 

Mr. SMITH of Florida, and Mr. SCHEUER. 
H.R. 4933: Mr. HENRY and Mr. WALGREN. 
H.R. 4934: Mr. ECKERT of New York, Mrs. 

RoUKEMA, and Mr. MICA. 
H.R. 5021: Mr. JACOBS, Mr. COLEMAN of 

Texas, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. LEATH of Texas, 
Mr. RALPH M. HALL, Mr. MORRISON of Con
necticut, Mr. FRANK, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. 
LEvIN of Michigan, Mr. WILSON, Mr. 
TALLON, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. GLICK
MAN, and Mr. ORTIZ. 

H.R. 5048: Mr. BOULTER. 
H.R. 5066: Mr. LEwis of Florida. 
H.R. 5067: Mr. FRosT, Mr. FEIGHAN, and 

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. 
H.R. 5070: Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 

KOLTER, and Mr. CONYERS. 
H.R. 5092: Mr. OLIN and Mr. ARNEY. 
H.R. 5103: Mr. GUARINI. 
H.R. 5121: Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. HUGHES, 

and Mr. MOODY. 
H.R. 5131: Mr. GRAY of Illinois, Mr. KAN

JORSKI, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. FOGLIETl'A, Mr. 
HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. 
WALGREN, Mr. BONER of Tennessee, Mr. 
CARR, Mr. BEVILL, and Mr. WHITTEN. 

H.R. 5142: Mr. LEvIN of Michigan and Mr. 
ECKART of Ohio. 

H.R. 5156: Mr. WALDON and Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 5183: Mr. CROCKET!', Mr. WALGREN, 

Mr. TOWNS, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. EDWARDS of 
California, Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
GARCIA, Mr. OWENS, and Mr. DELLUMS. 

H.R. 5184: Mr. GRAY of Illinois, Mr. JEF
FORDS, and Mr. REID. 

H.R. 5208: Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. MORRISON 
of Connecticut, Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. UDALL, 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida, and Mr. ROE. 

H.R. 5209: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. ROE, Mr. 
RANGEL, and Mr. YOUNG of Florida. 

H.R. 5218: Mr. ST GERMAIN and Mr. 
HAYES. 

H.R. 5225: Mr. TALLON, Mr. JONES of 
North Carolina, and Mr. OLIN. 

H.R. 5229: Mr. FuQUA, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. 
ROE, Mr. WALKER, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. 
ScHEUER, Miss SCHNEIDER, Mr. BOEHLERT, 
Mr. YOUNG of Missouri, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. 
HENRY, Mr. RALPH M. HALL, Mr. MCCURDY, 
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. MONSON, Mr. TORRICELLI, 
Mr. MINETA, and Mr. CHAPMAN. 

H.R. 5237: Mr. FROST, Mr. EDWARDS of 
Oklahoma, and Mr. LEvINE of California. 

H.R. 5238: Mr. TOWNS and Mr. MITCHELL. 
H.R. 5274: Mr. OWENS and Mr. FORD of 

Tennessee. 
H.R. 5275: Mr. ROE. 
H.R. 5278: Mr. SWEENEY. 
H.R. 5327: Mr. HORTON, Mr. YATRON, Mr. 

ATKINS, Mr. BARNES, Mr. LUNDINE, and Mr. 
MITCHELL. 

H.R. 5349: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida, and Miss SCHNEIDER. 

H.R. 5352: Mr. HEFNER and Mr. ANDERSON. 
H.R. 5355: Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia, Mr. 

DERRICK, Mr. DANIEL, Mr. NICHOLS, Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois, Mr. FRANK, Mr. TALLON, 
Mr. BEVILL, Mr. BIAGGI, and Mr. MITCHELL. 

H.R. 5370: Mr. KINDNESS. 
H.R. 5381: Mr. COURTER, Mr. ScHUETl'E, 

and Mr. BARTON of Texas. 
H.R. 5396: Mr. LUKEN 
H.R. 5423: Mr. MITCHELL. 
H.R. 5427: Mr. BARNES and Mr. FuSTER. 
H.J. Res. 7: Mr. MARLENEE. 
H.J. Res. 270: Mr. BIAGGI and Mr. HUGHES. 
H.J. Res. 417: Mr. MACKAY and Mr. 

MCHUGH. 
H.J. Res. 524: Mr. STANGELAND, Mr. KOST

MAYER, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. HENDON, Mr. LENT, 
and Mr. ROWLAND of Connecticut. 

H.J. Res. 550: Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. 
MoAKLEY, Mr. LowRY, of Washington, Mr. 
MARKEY, and Mrs. BURTON of California. 

H.J. Res. 578: Mr. MANTON. 
H.J. Res. 588: Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. HENRY, 

Mr. RODINO, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. MONSON, 
Mrs. HOLT, Mr. VANDER JAGT, and Mr. APPLE
GATE. 

H.J. Res. 615: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. AN
DREWS, Mr. ASPIN, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. BARTON 
of Texas, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. BATES, Mr. BEIL
ENSON, Mr. BENNET!', Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
BIAGGI, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. BROOKS, Mr. 
BROWN of Colorado, Mr. BRUCE, Mr. BRYANT, 
Mr. CARNEY, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. CLAY, Mr. 
COBLE, Mr. COELHO, Mr. COLEMAN of Texas, 
Mrs. COLLINS, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DEWINE, 
Mr. DIXON, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. DOWNEY of 
New York, Mr. DYSON, Mr. EDWARDS of Cali
fornia, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. EVANS of Illinois, 
Mr. FIELDS, Mr. FLORIO, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. 
FORD of Michigan, Mr. FuQUA, Mr. GARCIA, 
Mr. GEKAS, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. 
GLICKMAN, Mr. GRAY of Illinois, Mr. HALL of 
Ohio, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. HENDON, Mr. 
HERTEL of Michigan, Mr. HUCKABY, Ms. 
KAPTuR, Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr. KEMP, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. KLEczKA, Mr. LEHMAN of Cali
fornia, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. LUKEN, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. MCHUGH, 
Mr. MACKAY, Mr. MARTIN of New York, 
Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. 
MICA, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. MILLER 
of Washington, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. MOODY, 
Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. ORTIZ, 
Mr. PANETl'A, Mr. REID, Mr. RICHARDSON, 
Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. ROGERS, Mrs. ROUKEMA, 
Mr. RowLAND of Georgia, Mr. Russo, Mr. 
ScHUMER, Mr. SHAW, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. 
SKELTON, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. 
TALLON, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. 
TRAXLER, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. WEBER, Mr. 
WHITLEY, Mr. YOUNG of Missouri, Mr. 
DICKS, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. NEAL, 
and Mr. GREEN. 

H.J. Res. 619: Mr. HANSEN, Mr. MoAKLEY, 
Mr. HENDON, Mr. FRANK, and Mr. FOWLER. 

H.J. Res. 625: Mr. VISCLOSKY. 
H.J. Res. 631: Mr. CLINGER, Mr. EDWARDS 

of Oklahoma, and Mr. FRosT. 
H.J. Res. 643: Mr. SCHULZE, Mr. WHITE

HURST, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. GREGG, 
Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. HOPKINS, 
Mr. FuQUA, Mr. HENDON, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. 
BARTON of Texas, Mr. LEACH of Iowa, Mr. 
RosE, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. ROWLAND of Geor
gia, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. NELSON 
of Florida, and Mr. CRAIG. 

H.J. Res. 660: Mr. STRANG, Mr. EDWARDS of 
Oklahoma, Mr. FISH, Mr. MINETA, Mr. MOR
RISON of Connecticut and Mr. BEDELL. 

H.J. Res. 677: Mr. PURSELL, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. 
HORTON, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. LUN
GREN, Mr. LEACH of Iowa, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. 
TRAFICANT, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. BONER of Ten
nessee, Mr. BoNIOR of Michigan, Mr. 
BLILEY, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. DE 
LA GARZA, Mr. ROE, Mr. COURTER, Mrs. 
BURTON of California, Mr. CHAPPIE, Mr. Bus
TAMANTE, Mr. COELHO, and Mrs. BENTLEY. 

H.J. Res. 684: Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. 
COBEY, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. GALLO, Mr. LEACH 
of Iowa, Mr. REGULA, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. 
BONER of Tennessee, Mr. BOUCHER, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. FLIPPO, Mr. 
FLORIO, Mr. GREEN, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. MCCLOS
KEY, Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. 
RINALDO, Mr. ROTH, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. WAL
GREN, Mr. WOLPE, and Mr. BURTON of Indi
ana. 

H.J. Res. 687: Mr. WYLIE, Mr. MILLER of 
Ohio, Mr. FIELDS, Mr. HYDE, Mr. DUNCAN, 
Mr. DORNAN of California, Mr. IRELAND, Mr. 

GRADISON, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. 
MOLINARI, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. 
ARMEY, Mr. COBLE, Mr. MONSON, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. STRANG, Mr. LEWIS of Califor
nia, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr. SNYDER, 
Mr. KASICH, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. SHAW, Mr. 
DREIER of California, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. JEF
FORDS, Mr. MADIGAN, Mr. SMITH of New 
Hampshire, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. 
TAYLOR, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr. REGULA, 
Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. BADHAM, Mr. LoTT, Mr. 
SILJANDER, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. SUND
QUIST, and Mr. GILMAN. 

H.J. Res. 688: Mr. VOLKMER, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. BEVILL, Mr. LEVIN of Michigan, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. BONER of Tennes
see, Mr. HAYES, Mr. WOLPE, and Mr. COOPER. 

H.J. Res. 693: Mr. BONER of Tennessee, 
Mr. FuSTER, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. KASICH, Mr. 
APPLEGATE, Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. CARR, 
Mr. YOUNG of Missouri, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
MARTIN of New York, Mr. FAZIO, I.1r. HATCH
ER, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. HORTON, Mr. DWYER of 
New Jersey, Mr. DAscHLE, Mr. NIELSON of 
Utah, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. KLEcz
KA, Mrs. BURTON of California, Mr. Bou
CHER, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. FuQUA, Mr. BRYANT, 
Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. OWENS, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 
CARPER, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. MOLINARI, Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. REID, Mr. 
LUNGREN, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. LEHMAN of Cali
fornia, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 
DEWINE, Mr. WALDON, Mr. Bosco, Mr. HUB
BARD, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. WILSON, Mr. ATKINS, 
Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. LEvINE 
of California, Mr. WEISS, Mr. RoE, Mr. 
HOYER, Mr. HAYES, and Mr. LANTOS. 

H.J. Res. 698: Mr. WEISS, Mr. HAYES, Mr. 
KEMP, Mr. McGRATH, Mr. WALDON, Mr. MAR
TINEZ, Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. MONSON, 
Mr. BARNES, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. COATS, and Mr. 
HATCHER. 

H. Con. Res. 341: Mr. TAUKE, Mr. DORNAN 
of California, Mr. BEDELL, and Mrs. MARTIN 
of Illinois. 

H. Con. Res. 344: Mr. HAYES. 
H. Con. Res. 355: Mr. CLINGER, Mrs. SMITH 

of Nebraska, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. 
ROWLAND of Connecticut, Mr. HENRY, Mr. 
TRAFICANT, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. 
ECKERT of New York, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. 
BIAGGI, and Mr. BRYANT. 

H. Con. Res. 381: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. GUAR
INI, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. RoE, Mr. HAYES, Ms. OAKAR, and Mr. 
WALDON. 

H. Res. 394: Mr. BADHAM, Mr. GINGRICH, 
Mr. CHAPPIE, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. GOODLING, 
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. COBEY, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. 
DANNEMEYER, and Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. 

H. Res. 412: Mr. FEIGHAN. 
H. Res. 509: Mr. MARTINEZ. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were deleted from public bills and 
resolutions as follows: 

H.J. Res. 602: Mr. Williams. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, peti

tions and papers were laid on the 
Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

463. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
City Council, Boston, MA, relative to the 
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immigration system; to the Committee on to taxation of Pacific Northwest tribal fish
the Judiciary. erman: to the Committee on Ways and 

464. Also, petition of the chairman, Qui- Means. 
leute Tribal Council, La Push, WA, relative 465. Also, petition of the Nuclear Waste 

Board, Olympia, WA, relative to high-level 
nuclear waste management; jointly, to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
and Energy and Commerce. 
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